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By Mr. LAFFERTY: A bill (H. R. 8439) for the relief of By l\fr . .ASHBROOK : Petiitfon of Wilcox Hardware Co. and: 
George Owens, John J. Bradley,. William 1\L Godfrey, Rudolph 10 other merchants of. Uhrichsville, Ohio, in op1'.:Josition to the 
G. Ebert, Herschel: Tupesr William Il. Sage; Charles L. Tostevin, parcels post; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post 
Alta B. Spaulding~ and Grace Er Lewis; to the Committee on. the . Roads.. . 
Public Lands. · By Mr. AYRES·: Petition of M . T. O'Conno:r:, of Bronx, N. Y., 

By Ur. LEG.A.RE: A bill (K R.. 844.0·) for the relief of l\facy: favoring parcels vost ~ to the Committee on. the Post 0-ffice n:nd 
El. Stelling,. sole heir at law of A.. S. Freitas, decca:sed; to the Post Roads. 
Committee on War Claims. By Mr. BURNETT : Resolutions of Bunding Trades C01mcil 

By Mr. :McGILLICUDDY : A bill (H. R. 8441) granting an of Birmingham, Ala., against a:ction of California dctec:f:i\es in 
increase of pension to Benjamin F. Swasey; to the Committee kidnaping a labor leader from Indi::mapolis, Ind. ; to the Com-
on. Invalid Pensions. mittee on. the Judici:1ry. 

By Mr. 1\1cKI1:>.."'LEY: A bill (H. R. 8442) granting an increase By 1\ir. ESTOPINA.L : Re::io1utions of the New Orleans Cot-
of" pension to John L. Carr; to the Committee on Invalid. Pen- . ton. Ex:ch:mge, asking that cotton bagging and ties be placExl on 
sions. the free list ; to the Committee on W n ys and 1\fo:rns. 

By l\fr~ MORSE of Wisconsin: A bill (IL R. 8443.) granting n B~ Mr~ FARR : Petitions of Yostville (Pa.) Local, No. 262, 
pension to James H:itton; to the Committee on. Invalid. Pen- Patriotic OL'der Sons of America,. favoring the illiteracy test to 
sions. restrict immigration; uncl Washington Cam11, No. 583, of Old 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8444) grunting a pens.ion to Nicholas Forge, Pa., n.nd Washington. Crunp, No. 200, of Cnrbornfale,. Pa., 
Duteau; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. P:itriotic Order Sons of America, urging tile i:nssuge of H. R. 

By Mr. MOSS of Indiana : A bill (H. R. 844"5) grunting an 15413-, relating to i.mmjgration; to the Committee on Immiglia­
incrense of pension to James H. Cosby; to the Committee on tion and :Naturalization. 
Invalid Pensions. By Mr. FOCHT: Papers in support of House bil18104, for the 

By Mr. NORRIS: A bill (H~ R. 8446) granting an increase o:f relief of 1\fich-ael Br:oaclbeck, of 'l~l"ee Springs, Pa., ancI House 
.Qension to William Hopton; to the Committee on Invalid. Pen- bill 8103, for the relief of Jn,mes H . Maclay, o-f Mic.ldlesprings, 
sions. Pa. ; to the Committee on In-valid :Pensions. 

Also, n bill (H. R. 8447) granting an increase of pension to By Mr. FULLIDR: Petition of committee of wholesale grocers 
Jacoo S. Robey~ to the Committee on Invaliu Pensions. of New York City, favoring the reduction of the c1uty on sugar; 

By Mr. O'SHAUNESSY: A bill (H. R. 8448) granting· an to the Committee on Ways and Means. 
increase of pension to Bridget M. Fauls; to the Committee on By 1\Ir. GARDNER of Mu-ssacl.rnsetts : Resolutions of Pnrnell 
Invalid Pensions. Club . of Roxbury, Mas8.,. against arUitration. with Great Brit-

Also, a bill ( H. R. 8449) granting an increase of pension to ain; 'to the Committee on Foreign. .Affairs. 
Mrs. Joshua C. Drown; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. By l\ir. HANNA; Petitions o-f J. 0 . Sullivan, of l\fnndan, 

Also, n bill (H. R. 8450) granting an incTease of pension to N. Dalr., against parcels post, ancI of citizens of Douglass, 
Syh·ester C. Baker; to the Committee on Invalid Pensrons. N. Duk., favoring the passage of House bill 2051, known ns the 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8451) grunting a i1cnsion to. Sarah Hanna bi:hl; to-the- Committee on. the Post Office and Post Roads. 
Adams; to the Committee on Pensions.. Also, petition of. various citizens qf Ransom County, N. Dak., 

Also, a bill (H. R. 84G2) granting a pension to J.ohn Ed- n (l'uinst Canadian reciprocity; to the Committee on Ways and 
ward 1\fulien; to the Committee on InYalid Pensions. Efeans. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 846'3) for the relief of E<lward Swainor; By ~Ir. KINKEAD of New Jersey: Petition of Local Union 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. No. 45, of Jersey City, N. J., of the International Associr.tion 

.Also, n. hill (H. R. 8454) for the rclief of Thomas F. Conlan; of Brid .... e and Structural Iron.. Workers,. protesting against the 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. kidna.p~g of J. J. l\fcNamn.ra from the State of Indiana; to 

By 1\fr. RAUCH: A bill (H~ ~· 8455) granting an increase of ·the Committee on the Judiciary. 
Dension to Fletcher N. Wilson; to the Committee on Invalid By l\Ir. McHENRY :· Petition of Camp No. 503, Fishing Creek, 
Pensions. Pa. Patriotic Order Sons of .A.meric::t, frn·orin;; the illiterncy 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8456) granting an increase of pension to tes£. to the Committee on Immigm1tion n.nd Naturalizatiou. 
John W. Reynolds; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. By Mr. O'SHAUNESSY: Petition of Fr:mk J. Mccaw Co., 

Also, a bill (ll. R. 8457) grnnting an increase of pension to automobilists, favor:ing the Federal automobile registration bill 
Abner H. Shaffer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. eliminating the necessity of registe1·ing in the various Strute.s 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8458) grunting nn increase of pension to when touring; to the Committee on the .Judiciary. 
John H. Hicks; to the Committee on. Im·alld Pensions. By Mr. WILLIS: Affidavits to accompany House bill for the 

Also, a bill (II. R. 8459) providing for the presentation of a relief of the legal irepresentatives. of William E. T:rrbutto!1, ue­
med.al of honor to William M. De Hart; to the Committee on ceased; to the Committee on Wa.r Cluims. 
Military Affairs. Also, papers to accomp::my House bill 7243, for the relief of 

By Mr. RUSSELL: A bill (ll. R. 8460) granting a pension. to Show Hinebaugh, and House bill 0946, grantin;;. an increase ?f 
Eclward Rhoades; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. pension to Alexander F. l\IcConnell; to the Committee on In\alid 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 8461) grunting a pension to Margaret Pensions. 
Williams; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8462) granting a pension to Jack Pettis; 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, u bin (H. R. 8463) granting an increase of pension to 
Gilman A. :a:. Simmons; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By 1\lr. SPEER: A bill (H. R. 8464) grunting a pension to 
Mary Ellen Clark; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. STEPHENS of California: A bill (H. R. 8465) grant­
ing an. incre:1se 9f pension to Ransom L. Harris; to tlle Commit­
tee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. STONE: A bill (H. R. 8466) granting an increase of 
pension to George l\:Ioblo, alias Goorge Cook ; to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. wrr,LIS: A bill (H. R. 8467) for the relief of the 
legal representatives of William E. Tarbutton, deceased; to 
the Committee on War Claims. 

PETITIONS, ETO. 

Under clause 1 of Rule X...~, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk's de~k and ref erred as follows: 

By Mr. ALEXANDER: Papers and a.filclavits for the relief of 
William A. Pullen, of Breckenridge, Mo.; to the Committee on 
Invnlicl Pensions. 

Bv :Ur. ALLEN : Resolutions of the Cincinnati Antitubercu­
.losis League, favoring a comm~ttee on public health; to the 
Committee on Expencl.iturrs in the Interior Department. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 

WEDNESDAY, "lJl ay 3, 1911. 
The House met at 11 o'clock a. rn. 
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couclen, D. D., as 

follows: 
Ob, Lorcl, our God ancl our Father, wl1ose beart opens with 

love in response to those who s-eek Thee dili ~ently, lift 11s JJy 
Thy grace into iliat purer atmosf)here wllere q>irit with ::;pirit 
can meet and purify and. ennoble the soul, tll:lt we may work: 
in Thee, through Thee, with Thee, for fbe uplift of hmur.uity, 
and, as we puss on towaTd tlle home of tbe ~oul, lea Ye the 
world a little better for those who shall come after us. Por 
Thine is tllc kingdom, ancl the power, and the glory forever. 
Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was reatl and 
approved. 

or.DER OF ffGSL""\ESS. 

The SPB .. A.KER. The Chair wlll state that this is Calendar 
Wednesday, and tlle rules provide especially that nothing shall 
be done after the Speaker's table- is cleared except to call the 
committees. 

Mir. UNDERWOOD. Mr. SpenJker, I thinlc tllere are a few 
bills on the Public. Cnlendnr that would be in order to-day, but 
they do not contain matters of importance. I would like to 
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get through with the debate on the free-list bill. I understand 
that under the rules we have the right to dispense with the 
calendar by a two-thirds vote. 

The SPEAKER. It takes a two-thirds vote. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. I therefore move that the call of the 

calendar under the order of to-day be dispensed with, so that 
we may proceed with the bill H. R. 4413-the free-list bill. 

The question was taken, and (two-thirds having voted in 
favor thereof) the motion was agreed to. 

NAVY CONTRACTS FOR SIIOES. 

l\Ir. PADGETT. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee 
on Naval Affairs, I beg to report back a privileged resolution, 
H. Res. 134, with amendments, and to move the adoption of 
the resolution as amended. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the resolution. 
The Clerk read the resolution as proposed to be amended. 
Mr. l'\IANN. Mr. Speaker, I reserve a point of order, and I 

call attention to the fact that the resolution has not been prop­
erly reported by the Clerk. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Let the report be read. 
Mr. PADGETT. The Clerk has read the resolution as 

amended. He should have read first the resolution as originally 
introduced. 

The s'PEA.KER. Does the gentleman from Illinois reserve the 
point of order? 

Mr. MANN. I would like to have the resolution reported. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read the original resolution. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

House resolution 134. 
R esolved, That the Secretary of the Navy be, and he ls hereby, re­

quest ed, if not incompatible with the public interest, to send to the 
House of Representatives full information, as follows, with regard to 
certain statements made by Hon. ROBERT :m. DIFENDERFER, of Pennsyl­
vania, in the Ilouse on April 25, 1911: 

First. What proportion of the contracts for Navy shoes during the 
fiscal years 1909, 1910, and 1911 were awarded to the firm of Hermann 
& Co.? 

Second. What are the names or the individuals or firms who have 
secured contracts for Navy shoes in the fl.seal years 1909, 1!>10, and 
1911? What was the amount of each contract? 

Third. Have any competitors been blacklisted or disqualified from 
bidding on any Navy sboe contract in the fl.seal years 19D9, 1910, and 
1911? If so, what were tbe names of those competitors and what was 
the cause of their disqualification? 

Fourth. What proportion of the Navy shoe contracts in the fl.seal 
years 1909, 1910, and 1911 were awarded to tbe lowest bidders? 

Fifth. Ilow many bidders were there for the last Navy shoe con­
tracts 1 

The SPEAKER. Tlle Clerk will read the report. 
Mr. l\IANN. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw the point of order on 

tho r esolution. 
The Clerk read as follows (II. Rept. No. lG) : 
The Committee on Naval Affairs, to whom was referred House r eso­

lution No. 134, regarding Navy contracts for shoes, having had the 
same nuder consideration, report the snme back with the following 
amendments, and, ns amended, recommend that the resolution do pass. 

Page 1, line 2: Strike out the word "requested" and in lieu thereof 
inser t the word "directed." 

Page 1, lines 2 and 3: Strike out the words "if not incompatible 
wit h pulJlic interest." 

Page 1, line 4 : After the word " follows " strike out the comma 
a.:ifl iTisert a colon. 

P age l , lines 4, 5, and 6: Strike out the words "with rega rd to 
cert ain sta t ements made by Hon. RonERT E. DIFE NDERFER, of l'ennsyl­
vnnin, in the House on April 25, Hill." 

l'n g-e 1, line 11: After the word "indivldun.Is" insert a comma, strike 
ont the word " or," and after the word " firms " insert " or corpora· 
tlons." 

Page 1, line 14 : After t he word "eleven" strike out the question 
mark ; strike out the words " what was " and insert in lieu thereof the 
word "and"; af ter the word "amount" insert the words "and 
qun ntit y." 

P nge ::!, line 1 : Strike out the word "have" an'd insert in lieu 
thereof the word " were" ; strike out the word "been." 

Page 2, line 11 : Strike out the word "last." 
P ng-c 2, line 12 : After the word " contracts " strike out the question 

mnrk nnd add the following: "for the fiscal years 1909, 1910, and 1911. 
Furnish .complete list of all lJidders and of all original and amended 
bids." 

Ad11 the followin,g: clause as a new section: 
"Sixth. If the bids were invited by advertisement, furnish copies of 

the a.dvertisetnents." 
Mr. PADGETT. Mr. Speaker, I move the adoption of the 

resolution as amended. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee moves the 

adoption of the resolution as amended. Is a separate vote de­
manded on any of the amendments? If not, they will be \Oted 
for engross. 

The amendments wero agreed to. 
The resolution as amended was agreed to. 

SITTING OF COMMITTEE DURING RECESS. 

1 Mr. PADGETT. l'\fr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of the resolution which I send to the 
Clerk's desk. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the resolution. 

The Clerk read as follows : 
House resolution 149. 

R esolved, That the Committee on Naval Affairs have authority to sit 
during the sessions of the House and during the recess of the Sixt y·· 
second Congress. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ol>ject, I 

would like to inquire whether there is any necessity for tlie 
passage of that resolution for this special session? 

l\Ir. Speaker, I make the point of order that there is no 
quorum present. · 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois [l\fr. MANN"] 
makes the poi~t of order that there is no quorum present. The 
Chair will count. 

Mr. MA.NN. Well, l\1r. Speaker, having called attention to 
the fact, I withdraw the point of order, but I suggest tbat if a 
lot of committees start to sit during the meetings of the House 
at this session of Congress there will be great difficulty in ol>­
taining a quorum here unless there is important business to 
transact. 

Mr. PAD GETT. I would state to the gentleman that we had 
called a meeting of the committee yesterday for 11 o'clock, and 
the House met at that hour and is now meeting at that hour, 
and it interferes; and also we ha\e two very important bills 
which we wish to consider-bills of a legislative character-not 
with a view to putting them on the calendar at this session, but 
with a view to considering them, maturing them, and having 
them ready so as to get them out of the way for the next ses­
sion, when we shall have a congestion of business growing out 
of the consideration of the appropriation bills. 

l\fr. 1'.iA.NN. Very well. I withdraw the objection. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection, and tbe resolution was agreed to. 

TIIE TARIFF. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union for the further consideration of H. R. 4413, a bill 
to put agricultural implements and other articles on the free 
list. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the 

Whole House on the state of the Union for the further consid­
eratio:o. of the free-list bill (H. R. 4413), with l\1r. ALEXANDER 
in tbe chair. 

The bill was read by title. 
Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield one hour to the gen­

tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. WEEKS]. [Applause.] 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts [Ur. 

WEEKS] is recognized for one hour. 
. Mr. WEEKS. Mr. Chai~·man, it is not my practice to engage 
m general debate on subJects which do not come from com­
mittees of which I am a member, the reason for this being that 
1t is presumed that members of committees who have heard the 
testimony on any particular subject are more competent to dis­
cuss the question intelligently and to present the facts than are 
other Members of the House; and, secondly, because I have 
some reservations as to the yalue of general debate on any 
subject at any time. 

But tl!:is is not like the ordinary case, because this bill comes 
to the House without any consideration. The Ways and Means 
Committee did not consider it; its majority did not consider it· 
its minority did not consider it; and the utter lack of definite: 
ness of the bill would indicate that the person who drew it did 
not give it much consideration. But it is brought in here with 
the statement that the majority have had a caucus and decided 
to pass it as it is, and they ask the country, and especially the 
trades affected by it, to accept that action without any change 
or the taking of any evidence. 

It is my purpose to try to add something to the testimony 
which has been submitted in the addresses already made, relat­
ing especially to the shoe and leather industry. 

I am not unmindful, too, of the fact that it has already been 
well discussed on this floor; that the gentleman from Illinois 
[l\1r. MANN], the minority leader, punched the paragraph re­
lating to this subject full of holes, and that my colleagues from 
Massachusetts [l\1r. GARDNER and Mr. HARRIS] have discussed 
it ably and well, and that others have referred to it. But I 
think I may add some information on this subject, which is my 
only excuse for taking time to-day. 

I am going to try to demonstrate, first, that there is no 
demand for this legislation, at least from the shoe and leather 
trade; second, that there is no trust or monopoly or combina­
tion connected with these industries in any way or shape; a.nd, 
third, I am going to try to show why American shoes sell in 
Europe, why English and European shoes sell to a limited ex-
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tent in this country, aml wlly there is a falling off in sales of 
American sl10es in En!:opc, ancl why there is an increase in tlle 
sales of foreign-rnncle shoes in this country, which latter in­
crease, I bclie•c, is going to continue. 

The gentlcm1m from Kentucky [Mr. JAMES] stated the other 
day, aucl the same statement was rnacle by the chairman of the 
Wars ancl :i\le:tns Committee, that the shoe manufacturers of 
tllis country appcnred before the Wars ancl :i\Ieans Committee 
two years ago witll tlle proposition tllnt if hides were put on 
the free list they would be willing to stand for free shoes ancl 
free leatller. A careful investigation of the testimony adduced 
before tllat committee indicates that one witness made such a 
statement, and a few days afterwards, when he had llad a 
chance to re-.;-ise his figures, he returned, asked for a hearing, 
nnd stated that such a statement could not be applied to the 
trade at large. On two other occasions two other shoe manu­
facturers llaYc made similar statements. There are 1,322 shoe 
manufacturers in this country, and of those 1,3.22, 3 lm-ve at 
some time and in some form made the statement which has 
been repeated here by tho gentlemen on the other side to whom 
I ha-.;-e referred, und these expressions arc the only evidence 
before tho Bouse on which to base this proposed action. The 
three men referred to are large shoo manufacturers in Massa­
chusetts. One of them is William L. Douglns, former governor 
of the State, a Democrat, and a very enterprising shoe manu­
facturer. Gov. Douglas is reported to have said some years 
ago, at about the time he was a candidate for go-vernor, that if 
he had free hides he could reduce the price of his shoes, and 
that he believed that with free hides shoes could be put on the 
free list -and that we could compete with the world. I think 
he has not been heard to repeat that statement for six years. 
I hnve no doubt he was honest in his statement that he bclie"\'"od 
he could reduce the price of his shoes if hides were put on the 
free list; but other conditions bearing on this trade . have 
changed since tllosc days, and instend of Gov. Douglas re­
ducing the price of his shoes since hides were put on the free 
list, he has increased the price of his shoes 25 or 50 cents a 
pair, and it has been necessary to do so to maintain the same 
value in the shoe. I do not ascribe to him anything in tho way 
of bad faith on that account, because I think I cnu show before 
I finish that thore are good reasons for this increa.se. 

One other manufacturer who made a similar statement was 
Mr. Charles E. Jones, who came here two years .ago represent­
rng the shoe manufacturers of New England, and I think he 
represented the shoe manufacturers of the whole country. He 
is the presi<lent of the Common\\"'ealth Shoe Co. and is an able 
man and a successful manufacturer. Mr. Jones stated before the 
Ways and l\leans Committee original1y-and he was the man to 
whom I have referred-that he believed if hides were put on 
the free list shoes could also be put on the free list, but later 
he revised his information on that subject, and not only re­
vised his statement made to the Ways and Means Committee, 
but wrote a letter, of which I submit a copy: 

WASIIIXGTOX, D. C., July 20, 1909. 
Hon. WILLIA:ll H . TAFT. 

P1·csident, The White Ilouse, TVashingto1i, D. 0. 
Mr. PRESIDEXT: The schedule in relation to hides, leather, und shoes 

1n the Payne bill ls as follows : 

Hides. Band and Dressed up­
solc le:i.ther. per leather. 

Per cent. 
Free. . . .. ... . . . ..... . . . ...... . . ... . . . .. . . .. . . . 5 

Per cent. 
15 
25 Reduction from Dingley rate. . . .. . . . . .... .. .. 75 

Shoes. 

I'er cent. 
15 
40 

The above rates seemed to the trade to offer sufficient protection ex­
cept on sole leather, which most tanners believe should have been 10 
per cent, a reduction of 50 per cent from Dinglcy rates. It is the 
feeling of most of the trnde that the percentage of reduction shown by 
the Payne bill sbou!U be all that it needed to entitle us to free hides. 
If', howe>er, as sugJ;csted by you this afternoon, still further conces­
sions will be nece8Stll"Y in order to overcome the opposition from cer­
ta.ln Senators, I believe, as I stated to you that with-
Hides free we can stanrl : Per cent. 

Band and sole leather------------------------------------ u 

~~~~~:~-~~~~~~:~~~==================================== i8 
Many tanners will claim that these rates are too low to afford suf­

ficient protection, but after careful examination of all facts and cir­
cumst:rnccs I can not believe any bronch of the industry would be seri­
ously crippled at these rates-certainly if the shoemakers can get aloni:; 
with 10 per cent protection, the mukers of leather can do the same. I 
hope, however, it will not be necessary to cut the rates as hard as this, 
as it conl<l do the people no good. With free hides, domestic compe­
tition will do again what it has always done before in leather and 
shoes, namely, keep the price to the consumer at the lowest point 
consistent nith the smallest li>ing profit. Tbe rates of the Payne bill 
with sole leather changed to n per cent or 10 per cent would be satis­
factory to practically the whole trade and would show important re­
ductions for the benefit of the consumer. 

If you decide, l.lowevcr, that only on the basis of the further reduc­
tion mentioned, can free bides be secured, all branches of our trade 
will cheerfully undertake to meet whatever competition may come to 
us, and our chances of success '\\ill !Jc far better with free bides and 
low duties on leather and shoes than they could be under the bide tax 
and tl1e present higher mtcs on manutadurcd material. 

Very respectfully, 
CIIA.S. H . JOXES. 

There was no political bearing in Mr. Jones's statement, for, 
although he is n near Democrat, he came here representing the 
shoe in<lustry, nncl that was his final judgment after consider­
ing the question with all classes of shoe manufacturers. 

The third man who did say at that time, nn<l has repeatecl 
bis statement recently, that he could compete with the world in 
shoes, and that they could safely be put on the free list, is 
Mr. A. E. Little, of Lynn, Mnss., the manufact11rer of the Sorosis 
shoe. Mr. Little stated two years ago in a tcl~rnm to the 
present Speaker of this House that be belie•ed that could be 
done, ancl Ur. W. L. Little, his pnrtner, I believe, has recently 
made a similar statement. l\1r. W. L. LittJo snys: 

I would not care to speak for the other manufacturers, but as far as 
the A. El. Little Co. is concerned. our business wonld not be hurt 
with shoes on the ·free list. A. B. Little telegrapbecl CHA~Ir CLAilK 
tbat the A. E. Little Co. Rold many shoes abro:ld at bi~hcr prices than 
tbcy urought in this country, and that as the Soros!s shoes were mcet­
lni:r the competition of tlle English manufacturers on their home ground, 
there evidently was nothing to fear from the English manufacturers, 
if tbey brought their shoes to this country. 

A Lynn, Mass., paper, commenting on that statement, says: 
The A. E . Little Co. arc entitlccl to the courage of their ignorance. 

Ilut are they sincere? Or ls it only a grab n t free daily newspaper ad­
vertising nnd a desire to pose as tho one American manufacturer .who 
has shoe producing down to n really economic basis? 

Mr. Little knew perfectly well that suc)l an - utterance wonld be 
grabl>ed up by every free-trade newspaper us a jnstification of the at­
tnck on the shoe duty. He knew it when he made a similar utterance 
two years ago. He docs not know that free shoes will not injure him. 
He will not find one manufacturer in a hundred to agree with him, 
among the well-informed, who know the great advances mn.uo in foreign 
shoemaking and styles within the past two years, not only in England, 
bnt in France, Germany, Austria, and even Japan. Is there not a 
pr"etty good chance that the other OD are ri;;bt and Ile is wrong? And 
with the scales us evenly balanced as they arc now. uncl forClriIJ shoe 
imports increasing tenfold iJ? six months, as they <li<l ln the last ba.11'. 
of 1010, is it not fool's pb1losoplly to propose to ~ive the foreigners 
the cquivalcn t of 10 cents on the dollar ad vantage? 

It can certainly uo Mr. Little no good for the Government to thus 
offer u 10 per cent inducement to foreign shoemakers ; the almost 
nnited opinion of other manufacturers is that it will do the whole 
American shoe trade much harm ; in common courtesy a.no fairness to 
bis fellowcraftsmen, could be not have restrained himself from this 
rush to the center of the stage? 

I am informed that the A. E. Little shoe is marketed abroad 
in an unusual way. Tbe manufacturers of thnt shoe arc among 
the few American manufacturers who sell sboes abroad, and 
they arc among the limited number who sell shoes through their 
own stores. 

There is a shoe manufacturer in Great Britnin named Clark 
who runs a line of shoe stores similar to those familiar to us 
in this country ; he manufactures a man's shoe. The manu­
facturers of the Sorosis shoe have made an arrangement with 
l\fr. Clark so that they sell their women's slloes, the Sorosis 
being a woman's slloe, in the same establisllment in which the 
men's shoes manufactured in Great Britain are sold. They have 
adopted this method of disposing of their goods, and, presnm­
ably, it is a profitable one, because it is being followed in Great 
Britain and, I think, to some extent on the Continent. 

One other point about the Sorosis shoe. I llnve a pair of them 
hero which I purchased yesterday in ·washlngton, paying $4 
for them. 

l\Ir. CANNON .. Will the gentleman allow me a qnestion? 
l\ir. WEEKS. Certainly. 
.Mr. CAl\'"NON. Do I understand tho gentleman that Ur. 

Clark, tho English manufacturer, and the J\laF:·.-a<:J.rnsetts H::nm­
facturing compuny are selling their gcorls in tllis country·: 

Mr. WEEKS. Not in this country, but in Great IlTitain and 
on the Continent. 

Mr. CANNON. .Are selling them in Great Drituin from the 
same room, one American mnde and the other Bnglish mn<lc? 

l\ir. WEEKS. '.rhat is substantially correct. I !Jelieye there 
is a thin pnrtition between the two departmenti:i. 

Ur. CANNON. Is the gentleman from l\fnssachusetts in· 
formed as to whether there is beiu~ :m international trust 
formed between these makers of footwear? 

.i.\ir. WEEI\:S. My investigation has not developed that fact. 
Now, I have here a $·1 slloe which three or four years ago 
would probably have sold at $3.50. It is the ordinary ~orosis 
shoe. . 

.Mr. KE.NDALL. Will the gentleman yielcl for n question? 
Mr. WEEKS. Yes. 
Mr. KE.dDALL. I understand the shoe that the gentleman 

is now exhibiting sells now for $4, and tho current price two 
years ago was $3.GO? 
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Mr. WEEKS. I did not say two years ago, but I think it 

would have sold at one time at that price. 
1\Ir. KENDA.LL. Is it possible that the puice of shoes has 

adnmced that much since the tariff was removed? 
l\fr. WEEKS. I think so. 
Mr. KENDALL. In the speeches made by the gentleman and 

some of his colleagues two yen.Ts ago, the country was assured 
that tile remo·rnl of the duty on hides would h1rrn the effect to 
reduce the price of shoes to the consumer. 

l\Ir. WEEKS. I wish the gentleman. would apply that state­
ment to the mun who made the speech. 

Mr. KENDALL. I was quite sure that I heard such words 
fall from the lips of the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. WEEKS. The gentleman from Iowa is mistaken; I 
ne\er made such a speech or such a. statement. 

l\fr. KENDALL. I am glad to see that the interest of Mas­
sachusetts is reviving in the protective-tariff policy. Let me ask 
another question: In the gentleman~s opinion, what is the en use 
of the increase in the price of shoes-? 

l\Ir. WEEKS. I will go into that in detail later. Now, Mr. 
Chairman, the tops of these Sorosis shoes, and every part ex­
cept the heel and the sole, is of vici kid, which is dutiable at 
15 per cent. The shoe itself is dutiable at 15 per cent under 
the Payne-Aldrich bill, and will be dutiable at 15 per cent if 
the bill we have under consideration becomes a law. It is 
therefore easy for l\Ir. Little to assure the people that he is 
willing to ha-ve shoes made of cattle hides come in free when 
his own production is protected at the rate of 15 per cent, and 
will be if this bill becomes a law as now written. It is possible, 
of course, that he had not noticed this fact. 

l\Ir. MARTIN of South Dakota. I trust that the gentleman 
from l\Iassachusetts does not mean to insinuate that there can 
be any selfishness on the part of any manufacturer as to the 
rates put on shoes. 

l\fr. WEEKS. Well, I will lea·rn the gentleman to make up 
his own mind on that score, having given him the facts. 

l\Ir. CANNON. And yet, if I understand the gentleman right, 
and I want to get the facts into my head correctly, this manu­
facturer, who seems to be willing ·that shoes made from hides 
of cattle should be upon the free list, and this bill, if it be­
comes a law, leaves 15 per cent duty on the class of shoes he 
speaks of made by Mr. Little--

1\Ir. WEEKS. That is correct. 
l\fr. CANNON. Then he is entirely disinterested, of course. 

[Laughter.] 
:Mr. WEEKS. This completes my Ust of the 3 shoe manu­

facturers out of 1,322 who have made the public statement that 
they are willing to haye shoes come in without a duty on them. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. WEEKS. Yes. 
l\fr. MADDEN. Is l\fr. Little the only man who makes the 

kind of shoe exhibited by the gentlemun from Massachusetts, 
and on which there is a tariff of 15 per cent? 

l\fr. WEEKS. No; I do not think he is-oh, no; he is not 
1\Ir. MADDEN. Are there any of the large American shoe 

manufacturers who make this kind of a shoe? 
l\lr. WEEKS. That particular shoe is made alone by l\fr. 

Little, or the A. ID. Little Shoe Co. 
l\fr. MADDEN. Are there any other shoes of this class Illllde? 
l\Ir. WEEKS. There are other types of women's shoes that 

are made of such material that they would not be put on the 
free list under this bill. 

Mr. MADDEN. What is the percentage of this class of shoe 
mnc.1e in thfs country? 

l\fr. WEEKS. It is the percentage that would obtain from 
ha-ving some other material than the hides of cattle, the pre­
dominant component in making up the shoes. 

1\Ir. l\I.A.DDEN. What I want to 1..""D.ow is, What proportion of 
all of the shoes made consist of the class of shoes about which 
the gentlern::m is speaking? 

l\lr. WEEKS. I have not that information. 
Mr. KENDALL. l\ir. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
l\Ir. WEEKS. Yes. 
l\fr. KENDALL. Where docs this disinterested manufacturer 

live, who is willing to ha-vo everybody's product but his own go 
on the free list? 

l\Ir. WEEKS. Mr. Little manufactures in Lynn. 
Mr. KE1'1DALL. Massachusetts? 
l\Ir. WEEKS. Yes; Lynn, l\Iass. 
l\Ir. KENDALL. I thought so. 
l\fr. WEEKS. Now, Mr. Chairman, I am going to pass to 

the proposition which was ad-vanced the other day by the gen­
tlcmnn from Kentucky [Mr. OANTRILL], that most of the items 
in this proposed bill covered products which were controlled 
by trusts or combinations or monopolies. The shoe industry 

is one of the best distributed industries in the manufacturing 
line in the United States. Shoes are manufactured in 32 uif­
ferent States. The in<lustry is increasing very rapidly in sec­
tions of the South and West, more so than it is in the East, where 
the industry originated. I recnll only three manufacturers 
which are capitalized in such a way that the stock has a public 
market; these are the Rog:il Shoe Co., the W. L. Douglas 
Shoe Co., and the l\fcElwain Co. Some preferred stock of 
each of these companies has a public market. There are many 
shoe companies in name, but those compnnies are close corpo­
rations in which stock has been issued to the partners and in 
some cases to the employees, but in no case are they public 
corporations. I do not know a single case, and I can not find 
one after considerable inTestigation, where the owners of any 
particular company have any interest in any other company. 
Therefore it is- not possible that there can be any combina­
tion in the shoe industry in this country. 

I want to call to the a.ttcntion of the House at this time, 
fearing I may forget it, tho fact that most grades of shoes sell 
at a difference in price based on 25 cents. It may be claimed 
that there is some combination or this would not be possible, 
but that is not the case. Shoes sell at $3 .. or $3.25 or $3.50, 
and every manufacturer who is making shoes of that general 
style n:nd price puts into his shoes such Yalue that his shoes 
will continue to sen. Suppose a man who sells shoes at $3.50 
tries to scrimp their yalm~, there are so many other well-known 
$3.50 shoes on the market that the minute he commences to 
lessen the value of his product his sales commence to decrease, 
so he must keep up the quality in order to maintain his out­
put. Competition is keen enough in the shoe industry to bring 
about that result. 

l\fr . .MICHAEL E. DRISCOLL. Will the gentleman yield for 
a question? 

l\fr. WEEKS. Yes. 
Mr. MICHAEL El. DRISCOLL. Mr. Chairman, I have been 

paying a dollar a pair more for my shoes since two years ago, 
when hides were put upon the free list, and I inquired why. 
I was told there was nn arrangement between the different 
manufacturers making that class of shoe by which they agreed 
to raise the price. I do not know whether it is true or not, but 
I was told that by the people who sold me the shoes. 

l\fr. WEEKS. l\Ir. Chairman, there is no truth in that state­
ment. There is no arrangement at all. There is not a scintilla 
of e-vidence anywhere that there is any such arrangement. I 
doubt if the gentleman from New York is paying a dollar more 
for a shoe than he was three or four years ago-that is, for a 
shoe of the same value. I think, probably, he is paying 50 
cents more. 

l\fr. l\fICHAEL :m. DRISCOLL. l\fade on the same last, by 
the same parties, claimed to be made of the same kind of 
leather, and on the same kind of machine. 

l\Ir. WEEKS. It may be that that is true, but the probabili­
ties arc that the increase has been 50 cents a pair instead of 
$1, if the same quality is in the shoe. Now, as to the leather 
industry. There is no combination in the leai:her industry. It 
is true that there are two large leather companies in this 
country-the Central Leather Co. and the American Hide ·& 
Lenther Co.-but I am informed they do not manufacture more 
than 35 per cent o:ii all the len.ther that is tanned in the United 
States, probably not more than 30 per cent, without including 
the tanning which is done for the packer&-that is, by Armour 
& Co., Swift & Co., and Morris & Co., who now tan or stock 
tanneries, using in this way about one-half of the hides which 
they produce. The other two large packers do not tan · any 
hides at all, but in any case, including the packers, these com­
panies do not include one-third of all the tanning establish­
ments, in number, in this country, and they do not include 
more than ab.out 35 per cent of the total output of leather. No 
one can say-not even "the peerless one" would contcnd­
tha.t 35 per cent of a business in se-vcral different hands con­
stitutes a trust or monopoly or combination. 

Now, as to the question of machinery. It has been frequently 
stated, both on this floor and in the public press, that the shoe 
industry was in the hands of a machinery monopoly-that is, 
in the hands of the United Shoe Machinery Co., which docs a 
large part of the shoe-machinery business of this country. 
This company represents a combination made 12 years ago of 
three companie&-thc Goodyear Sewing Machine Co., the l\Iac­
Kay Shoe l\Iachinery Co., and the Consolidated & MacKa.y 
Lasting Machine Co. Each of these companies furnished fun­
<lamental machines to perform a ,particular class of opera­
tions, each independent of the other, but together making up 
the links of one industrial chain. But, in addition to these 
main machines, this company owns or controls more tllan 100 
different kinds of machines which are used in the JJlllnufacture 
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of shoes. It does not require in its contract that any number 
of its machines shall be used'. In fact, there are GO different 
shoe machinery manufacturers in the United States furnishing 
shoe machines which are working side by side with these funda­
mental machines of the United Shoe Machinery Co. 

Any manufacturer can lease the company's essential machines 
without being obliged to use any other machine which the com­
pany makes. Substantially every factory in the United States 
uses machines which it has not obtained from the United Shoe 
Machinery Co. In many cases they come in direct competition 
with the machines which this company produces. None of the 
machines which stitch togetber the pieces of the upper part of 
the shoe are produced by this company, and necessarily these 
machines must constitute a large part of any factory's equip­
ment. The direct advantage which the United Shoe Machinery 
Co. has is that it can furnish all the machines which are used 
in attaching the soles and heels to the uppers, known as the 
bottoming room, and I believe it is the only company which can 
do this. 
SUMMARY REGAilDI~G MACHINES USED IN SHOE FACTORY FITTED TO MAKE 

GOODYEAR-WELT SHOES. 
Total operations in factory, hand and machine __________________ 185 
Hand operations---~--------------------------------------- 28 
Total machine operations------------------------------------- 157 
Total operations done .on ma~hines not furnished by the. United 

Shoe Machinery Co. or which may be done on competmg ma-
chines---------------------------------------------------- 146 
.Any manufacturer is at liberty to lease the Goodyear welting 

· machine and the Goodyear stitching machine without being 
obliged to lease or buy anything .else from the company. .Any 
manufacturer can lease the company's essential machines with­
out being obliged to use any other of the many machines which 
the company makes. Ile can take the others or leave them, as 
he pleases, without regard to any leasa he already holds. 

Mr. l\IARTIN of South Dakota. Will the gentleman permit 
a question? 

l\.Ir. WEEKS. I will. 
Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Are these machines pro-

tected by patents. 
Mr. WEEKS. They are protected by patents. 
Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Are those patents near 

termination or ha Te they a long time to run? 
Mr. WEEKS. They have different times to run, but different 

patents are being taken out constantly, not only by the United 
Shoe Machinery Co., but by all other companies. 

Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 
Mr. WEEKS. Certainly. 
Mr. :MANN. Have not a large number of the original pat-

ents run out? · 
Mr. WEEKS. Oh, undoubtedly; because this combination 

was made 12 years ago and they ..had been manufacturing ma­
chines for many years before 1899. 

Mr. ~f.A.NN. These machines are also protected, as I under­
stand, by 45 per cent ad valorem. 

Mr. WEEKS. They are. 
Mr. ~f.A.NN. Which it is not proposed to remove in connec­

tion with putting shoes on the free list. 
Mr. WEEKS. That is a fact. I do not want to forget it, 

but I noticed the gentleman from Illinois put in the RECORD 
the other day a statement made by Mr. Florshcim, a Chicago 

· manufacturer, criticizing this machinery combination, as he 
termed it, and said if shoes and leather were put on the free 
list that machinery should be also. 

I want to point out what would be the result of putting this 
machinery on the free list. ' The United Shoe Machinery Co. 
not only manufactures in this country, but manufactures in 
England, France, Germany, and Canada. It was necessary for 
it to do this in order to maintain its patents in those coun­
tries. It rnn.uufactures the same machines in those four coun­
tries that it doos in the United States and it supplies its entire 
market for machiu.cs outside of the United States from those 
factories. Now, if machinery were put on the free list, they 
would nncloubtcdly, if they were going to try to make the best 
possible return on their capital, manufacture all machines 
abroad and send them in here, because I have testimony, which 
I will submit later, showing· tlrn.t the average wage which they 
pay for labor in their rnanufactories in Europe is D cents au 
hour, while the asernge wage paid in this country is 27 cents 
an honr. They employ in the cities of Bernrly, Lynn, aud 
Lawrence, 1\lass., 5,000 men, who are paid an average of $1[).75 
a week:, the total wage being something like $75,000 a week, 
or nearly $4,000,000 a year. Now, if their machinery were man­
ufactured. on the other side at one-third the labor cost, we can 
easily see that it would. mean the payment of wages not of 
$4,000,000, to our workmen, but either one-third of that amount 
to our own workmen or to the workmen of a foreign country. 

That is what it would mean to put shoe machinery on the free 
li~ . 

I now yield to the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BARNHART]. 
Mr. BARNHART. What is the fact about some of the manu­

facturers of this shoe machinery refusing to sell their ma­
chin<.>ry, but only lensing it? 

Mr. WEEKS. The United Shoe Machinery Co. only leases its 
machinery. It does not sell it at all. 

l\fr. BARNHART. Why not? 
Mr. WEEKS. Because its policy is to lease its machinery. 

I want to -point out to the gentleman some advantages that come 
to the shoemaker as a result of this policy. Any man of good 
character can start in the shoe business in this country if he 
has money enough to furnish working capital for his business. 
He can go into almost any good town and get a suitable plant 
built for a shoe manufactory, without a large cost to himself, 
and have his property exempted from taxation for a term of 
years. He can obtain from the United Shoe Machinery Co. 
machinery without any cost to himself, on a lease basis, so 
that his machinery cost, as far as this company is concerned, 
is nothing. Therefore this leasing system has tended to stimu­
late independent shoemakers in the United States and has pre­
vented the combinations which possibly would have been made 
otherwise. 

Mr. BARNHART. Another question. Is it not possible that 
the price you speak of there might be maintained through the . 
action of the shoe-machinery companies in keeping their lease 
rates so high that a man, in order to manufacture shoes, would 
necessarily have to sell his shoes at a higher rate from time to 
time as this shoe-machinery company might dictate? 

Mr. WEEKS. Let me point out to . the ·gentleman from 
Indiana why it is not possible. In the first place, the a>erage 
wage paid to labor in the manufacturing industries in this 
country is about 17! per cent of the entire cost. The average 
wage paid to shoemakers in this country is about 22 per cent of 
the cost of the finished product-4! per cent more than the 
average in other industries. The labor cost of a $2.50 shoe-a 
shoe that costs the manufacturer $2.50-is 22 per cent of that 
amount, or about 5tl cents a pair. The machinery cost of that 
shoe is not over 4! cents a pair. The highest mnchinery cost on 
any pair of shoes manufactured in tllis country is 5.0D cents a pair. 
The lowest machinery cost is one-half cent a pair, and the aver­
age machinery cost of all shoes made in this country-there are -
260,000,000 pairs made-is but 2! cents a pair. The gentleman 
from Indiana can easily understand that if the wage cost is 22 
per cent of the total cost, which in the $2.50 shoe would be 55 
c:ents a pair, and if the average machinery cost is 2i cents a 
pair, the machinery cost bears so small a proportion to the cost 
of the shoe that it is negligible. 

Mr. ESCH. Can a manufacturer of shoes lease a portion of 
his machinery from the United Shoe Machinery Co. and pur­
chase or lease his other portion of machinery from other 
manufacturers? , 

Mr. WEEKS. He can; and that is done by a large part of the 
shoe manufacturers of this country. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I want the clerk to read a letter wWch I 
send to the desk from a manufacturer of women's shoes in Fort 
Dodge, Iowa. I use this because it is an admirable statement 
of what I have been outlining, and which I would like to have· 
time to discuss further, and would <lo so if the facts were not 
so clearly stated in this letter. However, before the reacling 
of the letter I will yield to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
RUCKER]. 

Mr. RUCKER of Missouri. Before the letter is read? 
Mr. WEEKS. Yes. 
Mr. RUCKER of Missouri. I understood the gentleman to 

say that the policy on the part of shoe manufacturers of renting 
machinery wit.h which they made the goods they sell, instead of 
purchasing the machinery outright, enabled the manufacturers 
to engage in the business witll less capital than would otherwise 
be necessary? 

hlr. WEI~KS. Yes. 
Mr. RUCKER of Missouri. And that would tend to increase 

the number of manufactures? 
l\Ir. WEEKS. Yes. 
Mr. RUCKER of Missouri. If the figures submitted by Mr. 

HARRIS, of the gentleman's State, nre correct, they would show 
that in 1910 tbcre were 1,316 different concerns in the United 
States making sl10es, when statistics show that 10 years ago 
there were more than 2,000 concerns making :shoes, so that it 
seems to indicate that the number of concerns is getting less 
rather than more. 

Mr. WEEKS. That is true; but if it I.ind not been for this 
practice of renting machines I believe that inRtend of there be­
ing 1,316 different concerns now in tlie United States th~ro 
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would be considerably Jess. This policy has not prm·ented 
people ..from engaging in the shoe manufuctuning business, but 
it 1ms, in my judgment, decreased the tendency to abandon it. 

1\Ir. JACKSON. Will the gentleman yield? 
'J:'he CTIAIR1\1AN. .Does the gentleman from Massachusetts 

yield to tile gentleman from Kansas? 
Mr. WEEKS. Yes. 
Mr. JACKSON. The gentleman stated t1le ·cost of the product 

in England and in 'this country, and also ·stated the cost per 
pair on shoes costing .about $2.50 per pair. 

Mr. WEEKS. The 1abor cost I stated, to which tne gent1eman 
refers, is the labor cost of manufacturing the shoe machinery, 
not the labor cost of ruanufQcturing -the shoes. 

.Mr. JACKSON. Can the gentleman give us the labor cost of 
manufacturing shoes dn this country and in England.? 

Mr. WEEKS. Yes; I will do that later. 
l\Ir. COX of Ohio. Will the gentleman yield? 
The -OH.AJRM:AN. Does the gentleman :1irom l\Iassachusetrts 

yielu to the gentleman from Ohio·? 
l\lr. WEEKS. Yes. 
Mr. COX of Ohio. I would like to ask the gentleman, before 

he vasses from the feature of foreign patent rights, whether it 
is not true that American manufacturers are no longer com­
pelled to maintain their plants in 1Germany in order to retain 
t1lei r pa tent rights? 

Mr. 'WEEKS. I understand that is· correct; but the United 
Shoe Machinery Co. built a plant in Germany when it w-as 
necessary for them to maintain the plant there in ·order to 
retain their patent Tights. , 

Mr. COX of Ohio. Now, will tne gentleman permit this ob­
seryation? At the time the American Government had up 
witll the German .Qo\:ernment, through the Commissioner of 
Patents and the Secretary of State, the matter of eliminating 
this practice, many of the manufacturers in my part of the 
country-and I think I represent the largest export district in 
America-were anxious to have that practice or regulation 
done away witll. Our manufacturers 'held that by means of 
high-class machinery and help they were able to effect econo­
mies by manufacturing in this country and shipping the prod­
ucts abroad. It is true with reference to the cash register and 
the sewing machine tlln..t it is cheapor to make them in Ohio 
and ship them abrond than to make them in Russia or in 
Germany, a situation that conflicts with the gentleman's state­
ment with reference to cheaper labor abroad. 

1\Ir. WEEKS. That is true of certain industries, notably 
with the bridge-building industry. Some industries may be so 
well developed in this country that they can compete with 
any foreign manufacturer or with the facilities which any 
foreign manufacturer has. But I will call attention a lit­
tle later on to the fact that these facilities are constantly 
increasing over there, and they are becoming more active rivals 
all the time. Furthermore, the question of manufacturing in 
this country or abroad would be largely determined by the pro­
portional cost of labor to the whole cost. 

1\fr. MANN. Will the gentleman yield? 
The CHAIRl\IA.N. Does tlle. gentleman from l\Iassachusetts 

yield. to the gentleman from Hlinois? 
1\Ir. WEEKS. Certainly; I yield. 
1\fr. MANN. I will state to the ·gentleman in that connection 

that the bill proposes to put biscuits and crackers, and so forth, 
on the free list, and keeps the U.uty on nearly all the mucllinery 
/USed in making them. The tariff is paid on that machinery, 
because it is imported from Englund. It .is not made here. 

1\Ir. WEEKS. Yes. 
Now, l\fr. Chairman, I wish once more to call attention to the 

fact that the letter now about to be read was written by a 
shoe manufacturer located at Fort Dodge, Iowa, and it is a 
statement of his idea of tlle aclrnntages of using the machinery 
of the United Shoe Machinery Co. 

Tlle Clerk read as follows : 
DECEllilDR 1<3, 1!)10. 

D:c.ut Srn: My attention bas been called to an article appearing in 
September number of Hampton's Magazine on the shoe-machinery ques­
tion. The author of tllls article, while in the main correct, 'has pre­
sented bis article in such a way that the rending public are likely to 
be ent irely misled us to any real danger or hardship or oppression. 
Almost any large business, when dealt witl;l in the aggregate, that is, 
ns to tlrn volume of business and profits, nnd not by the unit of profit 
or profit by article, is npt to appear in u false light and create an 
entirely wrong impression with the public. Specially is this true if 
the charge is made, as this article states, -that the American people are 
being robbed nnd that the royalty paid to the United Shoe Machinery 
Co. constitutes a large share of the cost of shoes and attributes in large 
degree the hi~h cost of living to this fa.ct. Nothing could be further 
from the truth. While it is true that the machinery company in 
large measure controls the shoe machinery industry, it is so by virtue 
of ha vlng the best machinery on the market for the different processes 
of shoemaking. 

~e~ng a manufacturer of shoes (we make women'.s shoes), I nm in a 
pos1t10:i: to speak authoritatinly on the subject. 

Denhng with the subject as jt applies to each pair of shoes, what do 
we fin?? We find that the largest amount of royalty that is paid on 
the hig~est-priced women's welt shoes 1s about 4!! cents per pair. 
Now, this would not appear to be such a large .amount to .go into 
hysterics about when compared with the total value of the shoe. This 
cost is, of course, added in the cost of the shoes, the same as leather, 
labor, and any items of expense in manufacturing, and, as you see, 
constitutes n very small amount of the cost or value of a shoe. 

A shoe selling to the consumer at $4, $:i.GO, or $5 would have 41 
cents royalty C'ost. nut what do we get for it? We get, first, as stated, 
the .best made, .most efficient machinery ever placed on the market for 
the different o_pcrations .of manufacturing shoes. Next, we have the use 
of a corps of expert machinists, who come without cost to us (sent by 
tho United .States Machinery Co. from their different agencies) to set 
up the machines, teach operators, and keep the •machines in Tepair at all 
times. We just to-dny telegraphed for machinists to come to repair 
and put in operation two of their machines which became disabled. We 
arc entitled to and get the benefit of improvements on machines by pay­
ing -freight only on new machines. 'Dhey send machinists to put up 
machines, teach operator:; in every instance, and also at any time if 
machines are disabled or new operators to be taught. 

R~yalties are very small, on some machines in the system from $G 
to $:.>O a year. For a few machines operating material is bought from 
the company, such as nails and wire, but the cost per pair is so very 
small that it is bard to figure Jn some instances the cost per pair. I 
think I can safely and conservatively say that 85 per cent of the shoe 
manufacturers of the country arc cpcrfectly satisfied with the present 
conditions, with the cost, with the treatment, and with tbe advantaI:es 
of having the best-organized concern, employing the best and most com­
petent machinists, who are at all times at the service of the shoe manu­
facturer. 

Now, as to any presumed extortion from the consuming public. 
What would be tho result if we were operating under old conditions? 
SeTeral different machines for doing the same operations would be on 
the market, some good, some bad, and some 9uite indifferent, but none 
of .them with the omcicncy of the machines m operation now, because 
"the United Shoe Machinery Co. do not put out machines until they 
have been thoroughly tested and found absolutely perfect in their op­
eration. This is necessary from every point of economy. because their 
revenue depends upon the penfcct and constant working of the machines, 
as most of tho royalty is paid so much per pair. Tbe shoe manu­
facturer is not a. machinist. When, under old conditions, he bought a 
machine ho had to buy it outright and take bis chances on Jts doing 
the work as represented by the company selling, and also take his chances 
on an improvement hoing made at any time wbicb would make his ma­
chinery wol!thless. He would have to employ an expert .machinist, com­
petent to tn.kc cure of all bis machines, which could hardly be done, 
for the United Shoe Machinery Co. people find they ba-ve to and do 
employ separate machinists for each system of machines. 1f such a 
machinist could be employed, he would be a very high-priced man, and 
the ordinary manufacturer could not afford to pay the price, and if 
they did they would have to add t:be extra cost ·to the cost of the shoe. 
So, taking ·the expense mcurred by depreciating machinery, which would 
be eonstantly occurring in large deg.rec, other than ordinary wear and 
tear on account of continual supposed improvement, together with the 
large expense of employing at high sa.l::u:ics expert machinists to .take 
care of and ·k"ecp in repair the machines, the cost per pair over what it 
now costs would conservatively amount to four or ·five times as much us 
tho present royalty system involves. ·What would be the result? Every 
small concern and, in fact, every conccim except the "Very largest would 
be forced out of business, bcc·ause they would not ha"Vc capital enough 
to keep up their machinery account and employ the high-pniccd experts 
to take care of it, and we would have a shoe manufacturers' trust far 
more formidable and costly to the consumers than under p11escnt con­
ditionA. r.Dhe fact is that under the admimble organization cf the 
United Shoe Machinery Co. the industry of shoe manufacturing is 
stimulated, so that any energetic, capable person with a little money 
can go into the shoo mnnufacturing business. The development of the 
shoe Jndustcy in the United States in 1.be past few years has demon­
strate<l this. The people to-day are buying better Ahoes for the same or 
less money than if would be possible under, sttic:tly speaking, competi­
tive shoe-machinery competition. It ml~ht be asked where and how 
does the United Shoe Machinery Co. make such large earnings? l:'cr­
pair the profit is small, but in the aggregate, due to their magnificent 
org-unization and equipment and the .consolidation of the business, the 
operating cost is reduced and the aggregate profit, of course, large. In 
other \vords, they save what would be wasted or dissipated by the old 
method and the public js getting their share of this saving. 

No ohc can complain from an economic point of view to a 4~ cent a 
pal!.' cost in u pnir of shccs when that cost would be doubled or trebled 
under other and less fnvora.blc conditions. 

I am induced to write this letter in order that a false issue may not 
be started and tho consumer of shoes be led nstray by n. wrong concep­
tion of the matter. Very truly, n. o. GnEF.X. 

Mr. HARDY. In connection wit:ll the suggestion ma.de by 
the gontleman from IIUnois [Mr. MANN] that the machinery 
to make crackers, and so forth, was imported and a duty i1aid 
on it been.use not made in this country, I noted tl.ult the gentle­
man now occupying the floor [Mr. WEEKS], when the question 
was raised by the gentleman from Indiana [l\fr. BARNHART] ns 
to whether the machinery cost might not interfere wit:h the 
independents ·mnking shoes, stated thn.t the machinery cost of 
most manufactured articles wn.s between 2 and 4 .per cent. 

Mr. WEEKS. The gentleman from Texas misunderstoocl me. 
I said the machine cost for manufacturil'.lg shoes averaged 2i 
cents a pair. I was not ~en.king of othe1~ articles. 

l\Ir. HARDY. Now, I want to suggest, with reference to the 
statement of the .gentleman from lliinois, that the machine cost 
for crackers made a very small i1er cent of the tota1 cost of 
crackers, and that ·therefore the duty paid would be so in­
finitesimally small in connection with the total cost that it 
seems to me that ought not to affect the cost of crackers. 
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. Mr. FORDNEY. What is the machinery cost for making 
crackers? 

Mr. WEEKS. Mr. Chairman, I stated when t began speak­
ing to-day that I was going to talk about the shoe and leather 
industry. I think I know something about that, and I do not 
want to have injected into it some other matter which I have 
not investigated and concerning which I may not have the 
information. 

Mr. HARDY. The gentleman is right; but I only spoke of 
that in reply to what the gentleman from Illinois had said. 

Mr. FORDNEY. If the gentleman from Massachusetts will 
permit me, as long as the gentleman's remarks about the ma­
chinery cost of manufacturing crackers are in the RECORD, I 
would like to have in the RECORD a statement of what the 
machinery cost for making crackers is. 

l\Ir. WEEKS. I 13hould like to have this cracker argument 
left out of my remarks. 

Mr. MANN. The other side of the a.isle a.re very much inter­
ested in crackers. 

Mr. MURRAY. 1\fr. Chairman, just for the purpose of get­
ting the thing clearly in the RECORD, I should like to ask the 
gantleman from Massachusetts whether or not the United 
Machinery Co., referred to in the letter that has just been read, 
is the United Shoe Machinery Co., of Massachusetts? 

Mr. WEEKS. It is the same company. 
Now, Mr. Chairman, one critic of the United Shoe Machinery 

Co., at least in some respects, is Mr. Charles II. Jones, presi­
dent of the Commonwealth Shoe Co., to whom I have referred. 
Notwithstanding his not being entirely in sympathy with this 
company, I want to read something that Mr. Jones stated in 
a public interview four years ago as to the advantages of this 
company's machinery and -its methods. 

Q. Is it not a fact, as claimed by the advocates of this bill, that the 
Shoe Machinery Co. is very arbitrary in its dealings with the shoe manu­
facturers and that its large earnings are a heavy tax on the induS· 
try?-A. There are, undoubtedly, some clauses in the different leases 
which manufacturers are required to sign with the machinery company 
that give the impression that the company desires to bind the manu­
facturers and limit them in their business action to an unreasonable 
extent. At the time of the organization of the machinery company I 
resented very deeply what seemed to me the extreme and unfair advan­
tage that they were taking of the power which they undoubtedly held 
over. shoe manufacturers, but in the six or seven years during which 
they have been in operation I must say that I have waited in vain for 
any unfair or arbitrary use of this power on the part of the company ; 
in fact, their dealings with us have been marked by more consideration 
than was formerly shown us by many of the constituent companies. It 
is a fact that must not be overlooked, that if the company is a des­
potism it has been up to this time of the most benevolent type. It has 
actually reduced the prices on many of its machines; it has placed 
others in our hands on a rental system that has saved us a very large 
investment of capital ; it has' certainly given more faithful care and 
attention to the running of the machines and keeping them in order; 
and in our country factories, where we employ a large proportion of 
inexperienced help, they have given us more constant and faithful atten­
tion in instructing new operators and in the supervision of the machin­
~ry under trying conditions than we ever obtained from any of the con­
stituent companies. 

Q. Has the charge for such service as you describe been increased 
over what you formerly paid ?-A. I can not say that it has. As far 
as I recall them, the royalties demanded by the company are the sameJ 
exactly in amount, that we have always paid. It is only fair to ada 
that they have supplied us with many additional machines to do the 
minor parts of the work, without any charge at all. These machines 
have been 1Jf considerable >alue to us, both in the saving of labor and 
increasing the uniformity of the goods, and are such machines as 
would undoubtedly have cost us a round sum if the United Shoe 
Machinery Co. had not been in position to furnish them to us gratis. 

Q. The newspaper reports of the hearings at the legislature made 
quite prominent the statement that exorbitant prices have been charged 
by the company for supplies. The prices of tacks and nails in the 
open market and the price charged by the Shoe Machinery Co. were 
compared. Do these statements show the facts as they actually 
exist ?-A. I did not see the statements, and so can not answer that 
question; but if you wish to know whether the company is charging 
us an unfair price for tacks and nails, will say that this is entirely 
untrue. The royalty on some of their machines is derived from the 
price of the tacks and nails used on them; consequently the price 
which they charge for the tacks and nails is certainly greater than the 
same thing could be bought in the market for use by hand ; but, as a 
matter of fact the Shoe Machinery Co. charges us no more for tacks 
to-day than they did many years ago when tacks in the open market 
were much cheaper than to-day ; in fact, my impression is that they 
have actually reduced the price of tacks between 2u and 30 per cent, 
while everyone knows that the cost of tacks and nails in the open 
market has advanced. 

Also, in regard to eyelets, which they now manufacture extensively, 
we are paying them from 10 to 20 per cent less than we formerly paid, 
although it is perfectly well known that the copper and spelter from 
which they are manufactured ha>e advanced in price nearly 50 per 
cent since 18!H>. . . . . 

Q. You do not seem to be one of the manufacturers who regard this 
trust as one of the burdens on the industry?-A. I must say that that 
is not my view to-day. I am by no means convinced that all their 
methods are the best, or. that their policies might not _be changed to 
make them more liberal m some respects, bnt I am very glad to say 
that the expectations I had of what was to be the result of this com­
bination when it was formed have not been borne out by our expe­
rience. Up to this time I do not believe nny manufacturer who has 
been honest and straightforwnrd in his dcalipgs with the company can 
show any clear grie\·ance ahainst the company, or can make out tlle 
slightest case of crowding or coercion. On the _contrary, I can say for 

ourselves that the question of royalties and machinery, which was for­
merly one of the most vexatious and exacting departments of our busi­
ness, has ceased to give us any concern at all. We were formerly 
obliged to examine new inventions, and were forced to make experi_. 
ments with machines for months at a time, with the result that we 
obtained more or less bad work, and were put to much useless expense, 
and the thought and attention of our best men was given to deciding 
between the merits of the old and the new. We were obliged to dicker 
and trade with every different manufacturer of machinery all the time 
with the moral certainty that somebody who had more time and atten­
tion to give to it would get a - bel:ter bargain than we were able to 
obtain, and with it all there was an enormous and perpetual shrinkage 
on account of the changes made necessary by the introduction and 
adoption of machinery that was not thoroughly and satisfactorily de­
veloped before being placed ono the market. To-day this is all changed. 
If we want a machine, we simply notify the company. Their agent 
confers with our foreman. The best machine known for doing the 
work is installed with little or no expense to us. We are obliged to 
pay a rental in some casesi which would amount to about the same as 
the yearly shrinkage in va ue of the machine if we had had to buy it, 
but the capital which we would formerly have been called upon to 
invest is still in our possession for use in our regular business. We 
are confident that we are getting the machine on as favorable terms as 
any competitor, and we are enabled to employ · our own time and ability 
in the legitimate branches of our business, and we have not, up .to this 
time, been obliged to pay as much for this privilege as we formerly 
paid, for the very much less satisfactory condition. It may be true 
that the Shoe Machinery Co. suppresses inventions, but my own ex­
perience with outside manufacturers during the past five or six years 
h'as gone quite a way toward convinci!lg me that the outside inventor 
g-ets all the consideration from the company to which he is entitled. 
We have encouraged a few of them that we thought had good things, 
only to be sold out by them as soon as they could make a satisfactory 
trade with the co~pany. • 

I wish to summarize some of tqe facts relating to this com­
pany and its business. The highest royalty charged_ in the 
manufacture of any shoe-the Goodyear welt men's _shoes­
is 5.09 cents per pair; for women's Goodyear welt shoes the 
royalty charged is 4.24 cents per pair; for McKay shoes, 1.75 
cents per pair; for Goodyear turned shoes (both of the lat­
ter women's shoes), 1.1 cents per pair. This rental includes 
installation of machines, maintenance of machines, deprecia­
tion, all care of machines, and repairs, except the cost of 
new parts. The royalties charged abroad-and exactly the 
same methods are . followed in other countries which . prevail 
here-are the same as in the United States. It is claimed that 
the company has furnished its lessees with the very best equip­
ment obtainable at _all. times; that it always substitutes im· 
proved machines for those which baye become out of date; that 
since the combination was formed it has eliminated payments 
:which were previously required for the installation of machines; 
that it bas reduced its rentals and royalties, both directly and 
indirectly-the latter by furnishing auxiliary machines with­
out additional royalty charge. It bas constantly increased the 
efficiency and extent of its service; it has spent from $300,000 
to $75-0,000 a year since the organization of the company in 
maintaining a corps of inventors and developers in its experi­
mental department. During this time nearly 100 new machines 
have b.een developed by the company, and by the use of these 
new machines it is believed that manufacturers save annually 
in cost of production an amount greater thnn the royalties paid 
at the time the company was organized, 12 years ago. 

I now take up the third proposition which I stated at the 
outset, and that is, why English shoes arc sold in this country, 
why American shoes are sold in Europe, and why the shoe 
sales in many European countries are not increasing, and other 
matters relating to that subject. 

We were the earliest and best dernlopers of shoe machinery, 
which is the basis of the great prosperity in the shoe mnnufac­
turing industry to-day. As I baye said, it only costs 2i cents 
to make shoes with this machinery, while if labor had to be 
used the cost would probably be many times as much. The 
machinery is so well developed that it makes a better slloe, on 
the whole, than we would be likely to get if it were handmade. 

Most of our shoes sold in Europe are made by a few mnnu-· 
facturers. George E. Keith is the largest seller, probably sell­
ing one-third of all the American shoes now sold in Europe. He 
has 2g shoe stores in Great Britain, u in London, 1 in Paris, 
nnd 1 in Brussels. Quite likely l\lr. Keith makes more per pair 
by selling in this wny than be woulcl in any other. In any cnse, 
it is carrying out the same methods which prevail in this 
country, deYeloped during the last 20 yen.rs by onr lar~e shoe 
manufacturers. Among the other large sellers nbrond are the 
makers of the Sorosis, the W. L. Douglns, the Regal, and the 
Hnmm. American shoes sold abrond are large1y sold throngh 
these shoe stores established by the manufacturers tbemsclYes. 
They are not sold througll jobbers to the same extent that shoes 
are in this country. 

Now, why do people buy them if they can buy as good a shoe 
at the same price made in their own country, as they un­
doubtedly cnn? I do not believe thnt an American shoe ever 
sold on the other side on account of its being cheap in price, but 
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because it had more style and fitted the foot better. In · fact, I off, because it is a . sample of the best class ·of American-manu­
we do not sell any low-priced shoes in Europe. . factured .shoe. It is the Goody~ar welt shoe, m~de for women. 
. The shoes that we sell there are all shoes -varying from $3.GO The section shows the connectrnn betwe~n t~e inner sole, the 
to $7 a pair. They sell, first, because there is a l:irge colony of '?pper, the welt, 3;nd the outer sole. I thmk it may ~e of s?me 
Americans, especially in Paris, London, and other centers, who rnterest, because i.t r?presents th_e best .product .of our machrne­
naturally buy the American product. Then there are people made. shoe a~d m~1cates the m?enmty reqmred to de>elop 
in Europe who like to buy things made abroad. In addition, mac~mery which will do i;t~l of thi~ work. . 
there are thousands and tens of thousands of Americans travel- l\Ir.. HA~DY. Mr. Chair?1an, will tl~.e ~entleman, while the 
ing in Europe who naturally buy the shoe that they would buy shoe is ~omg arouud, per~mt one question· . . 
at home if they were here: These classes furnish a large per Mr. WEEKS. 1\fr: Chairmm:~, I am not gomg to wmt for the 
cent of the market we are finding for our shoes abroad, and s~oe ~o get ai:ound, but I 'Yin say to the gentleman that I 
th · b · · b · t d <1. 1\1 tt ti as called the will yield to him for a question. ~s _ usmess is emg ex en e :. Y a en .0 11. w . 1\lr. HARDY. If one of your companies can maintain and 
otll~r .day to one ~f these American shoem:ke;sc~v~t~l~~~\i~~n a establi~h 2·3 honses in Great Britain in competition with the 
sto1e m Sofia. This was no sooner done th n P . g shoemakers of that country there why can they not do it here? 
there, attmcte?- by the character of the shoe, thoug?t 1; wo~~~ Mr. WEEKS. 1\fr. Chairman, 'I have explained to the com-
be a good lmsmess, went to Germany, and made arran°eme. mittee why those houses have been established over there--
with the United Shoe l\fachinery Co. to start a manufac.tl~rmg because we were· making a shoe of an excellent style a shoe 
plar:it in Sofia. 1.'h~n h~ went to Pi;tris and raised ra.dditiolannal which fitted the foot, and our competitors ·were doing n~ither. 
capital, so that he is gomg to establish a manufactu mg P . t Our shoemakers made a shoe which was sold to American 
~n Constantinople, one in Buchares~, and one at some other pomt travelers and American residents over there and other people 
m the Balkans; I do not recollect Just where. who liked it better than the shoe which was made there. • Now 

But we are not selling more shoes in Great .Britain than a the English manufacturer is using the same last, frequently 
year ago; .we are selling less, because the English have got .on purchased in this country, and he is using the same machin­
to our met~ods and our form and Ol~r style. We are s:111~g ery--
more shoes m Cana~a, ~uba, an~ l\fex1co-very man~ .n:iore-m 1\ir. HARDY. Is it the gentleman's conclusion that these 23 
fact, nearly the entire mcrease m our sales abroad is m th~se houses established by an American factory would have to be 
countries. \Ve are selling these shoes because t~e countries closed in Great Britain? 
mentioned. are near at hand, can buy more readily, and get 1\fr. WEEKS. Oh people are -very largely influenced by cus­
quicker deliYery than if they buy elsewhere. But our Europen.n tom and habit. I cl~ not think they wi11 be immediately closed, 
trade is not increasing. That with Great Britain and F rance is but I am told that some of them are not profitable to-day, while 
actu~llY. falling off. Another ~·eason, whi.ch . I .hase ne~lected some ha>e worked up a profitable trade. It depends upon the 
menbomng, why our shoes sell m Great Ilritam is that '"'e ha >e local conditions. I do not think they will be closed this year 
always made a shoe of be~ter style. We have always m:;i.de half or next year. I do not think. they will be even if shoes are put 
sizes in shoes. The English for many years made their shoes on the free list but eventually I feel positive they will go out 
-varying from one size to another-a three or a four or a fi>e, of business in 'the countries referred to. Such -rentures are 
but no three and a hal~ or four and a half o~· fiye and a half. seldom i1rofitable at once; it takes time, capital, and experience 
They made only one width, or at most two, m each style. A to build up a profitable foreign trade. 
friend of mine has told me recently. that he we~t i.nto many shoe 1\Ir. IIARDY. Now, I am asking for information, because I 
stores in a city of 300,000 people rn Great Britam, some se>en understood gentlemen the other day to say they bought the 
years ago, and tried to buy an English. sho~ of more than oi:e same kind of shoes in London much cheaper than they were 
width, but he could not find such an article . lll an~ shoe store m sold llere, and I did not understand the gentleman to deny that, 
that particular city. We make se>en and ~1 g!1t wid~hs for eacll and I would like to ask now, Is it a fact that those shoes are 
size of shoe. That is one of th_e ~lements m mcreasmg the cost solcl cheaper abroad tllan here? 
in our shoe manufacturing b'?smess. We manufacture so many Mr. WEEKS. It is not a fact. I do not believe you can buy 
varieties of shoes, so many sizes, and so many forms. an American-made shoe in London a cent cheaper than in this 

That condition, however, is what originally gave us this country. On the contrary, in some stores in some places it will 
foreign trade. We fit the foot of the purchaser; and, therefore, seil at a h igher price. The United Shoe l\lachinery Co., manu­
wheh a man has worn an American sboe once his disposition is facturing its machinery abroad, as I have shown, at one-tllird 
to wear the same American shoe again. These methods have of the labor cost in this country, leases it abroad exactly as it is 
been adopted by foreign manufacturers, who have sent their leas:ed in this country and at the same rate. There is no for­
men over here, putting them into our factories, buying our lasts, eign mnnufacturer getting a single machine of the hundred and 
and getting our ideas, so that tlley are in time going to mauu- some odd made by the United Shoe Machinery Co. one penny 
facture as good shoes in Great llritain and in Frnnce and in cheaper than that machinery is being leased for in this country. 
Germany as we do in this country. I do not mean shoes having 1\ir. HARDY. What I wanted was the statement from the 
as much value of material in tllem-because they ha-ve always crentleman tllat it is not a fact that shoes made here are sold 
put the value of material into the shoes-but shoes that will ~heaper abroad than nt home. 
fit the foot-that have the style-and, therefore, are likely to Mr. WEEKS. I do not know of any such case and do not 
sell as well as ours. The same condition is true in the manu- believe it exists. 
facture of leather. · Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, will the gen· 

A few days ago I wns informed by a tanner of leather in tlemnn yield? 
1\fnssnchusetts, one who has been shipping a large quantity of The CHAIRi\fA.J.~. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
lentller to Great Britain, thnt he had been informed. by his l\fr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman such 
customers there that the German and Frencll leatller was now time as may be necessary to permit him to conclude his re­
quite as good as ours, and coulcl be had at lower prices than marks. 
they were paying in this country. Incidentally, the vici kid l\Ir. WEEKS. l\:Ir. Chairman, I will try not to intrude upon 
tllat I ha-re Rpokcn of, which composes the upper of the Sorosis the time of the committee any longer than necessary, but I have 
shoe, was :i German patent, whicll our people took up and devel- been delayed somewhat by questions. 
oped in this country. 1.'wo former l\Iembers of this House, 1\fr. l\Ir. MARTIN of South Dakota. Will the gentleman yield for 
Foerderer and l\fr. Burke, of Pennsylyania, were the developers a question? 
of vici kid; they built up a -rery large trade in this country by 1\fr. WEEKS. Yes. 
using this Germnn patent and making a product suitable for the l\Ir. MARTIN of South Dakota. If it be a fact, as the gen-

. market and also sellable abroad. Now, those people on the tleman stated, that American manufacturers are not selling 
other side are making use of their own patents, and have devel- their shoes in the English market cheaper than they are selling 
oped a leather which fairly well meets the requirements of the them here has the American manufacturer anything to fear 
trade whicll our leather has heretofore supplied. from the ~ompetition of English shoes in this country? 

.Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say, with the 1\fr. WEEKS. l\Ir. Chairman, that is a pretty difficult ques-
gentleman's permission, tllat I spent o>er a year in Scotland, tion to answer definitely, but I will try to answer it before I 
and you can not possibly detect the difference now in some of finish my statement. 
the best quality of English-made shoes from the American shoes. Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I desire to ask the gentleman 
I have been fooled a number of times myself in the purchase just at that point to see if I understand ·it. I understand the 
of shoes, supposing I was buying nu American shoe, when, in I United Shoe l\Iachinery Co. of America charges the same license 
fact, it was an English-made shoe. for their machinery and that they manufacture at a less labor 

Mr. WEEKS. l\Ir. Chairman, I would like to have pnsse<). I cost in Europe thnn here. 
n.round this shoe which I hold in my hand having the toe cut l\Ir. WEEKS. Absolutely. 
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l\fr. CANNON. Now, then, I understand that :they are se11-
ing that machinerF, manufactured ab1·oad at a. less labor cost, 
to the foreign manufacturer an.a that he engages in the manu­
facture of shoes abroad at one-.half or less the labor cost with 
the same kind of machinery that comes in competition undei· 
this bill with American-made shoes--

~Ir. WEEKS. That is true, except they do not sell the 
machinery; they lca-se the machinery there, as they do 'here. 

Ur. CANNON. Now, -the machinery which they lease is 
similar in Eur.ope to that usea. in the United States, . and it is 
leased upon the same terms; but in the United -States, as I nn­
dorstand the gentleman, and that is what I want to nsk him, 
the cost of operating i:he machinery in the shoe •factory is at 
least double what it •is in Europe_ Is that correct? 

Mr. WEEKS. That is substantially correct ; I am just com­
ing to the question of labor cost. 

Mr. SHERLEY. If the .gentleman will permit, are not two 
·statements inaccurate? Last and style have nothing to clo 
with the ·machinery leased by this company, both to the English 
and American manufacturer. 

l\lr. WEEKS. The last is an entirely different matter from 
the machinery, of course. 'But they are buying their lasts 
o-ver here in order to get our styles. 

I want to add one word to my answer to the gentleman from 
Illinois [:Mr. CANNON], to the effect that the machinc-ry cost 
of shoes is less in this country thnn it was five years ago. It 
is less than it was 10 years ago, when the combination was 
formed. It' is the only item which goes into the making up of 
a shoe which has not increased in cost in the last 10 years, :rnd 
the machinery cost is the only item going into the making of 
shoes .abroad which is not cheaper abroad than it is in this 
country. Every article that goes to make up the shoe, in small 
ways, as well as the leather, is chenper abroau than it is here. 

:Ur. MAilTIN of South Dakota. Will the gentleman yie1cl 
for one other question? · 

~fr. WEEKS. Yes; I -yield to the gentleman from South 
Dakota. 

l\Ir. 1\U.RTIN of South Dakota. no ·the English shoes of the 
same grade sell in the English market for a less price than an 
American shoe of that grade? · 

l\Ir. WEEKS. J:t is pretty difficult to tell. If they arc not 
of as good style-

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. The inauiry of the gentle­
man from Illinois ll\Ir. CANNON] and the answer to the same 
would indicate that the Englishman may make his shoes of the 
same grade cheaper than the American. You lrn-ve stated that 
the .AmeTican gets as large a price in England as he does llere. 
I think it would be quite as important to be informed as "to 
whether the Englishman is getting u larger profit upon the same 
grade or whether he is selling cheaper. 

JUr. W.EIEKS. It is difficult to say when a shoe is of the 
same grade, although they arc made by the same machinery 
and on the same last. It is a question of finish. The English 
use some different methods from ours in making their sllocs. 
They use hand labor instead of machine labor, in some in­
stances, which adds something to the cost of the shoe. 

l\fr. MARTIN of South Dakota. The question of gmdc would 
!Je the controlling question with the purchaser, would it not? 

I\[r. WEEKS. The question of style, and whether the shoe 
fitted his foot or not-such things arc taken into consideration 
and are frequently tile controlling factors in deciding what 
shoe one will buy. 

nfr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman yield? 
~fr. WEEKS. I yield. 
l\Ir. MOORE of Pennsylrnnia. Can the gentleman tell us 

:mything about ·the custom that is said to prevail in certain 
European countries of marketing as American made goods that 
arc made at a cheaper wage rate in Europe than in the United 
States? 

~Ir. WEEKS. I do not know anything about it. 
lUr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. The consular reports fre­

quently tell us that is the practice, namely, that shoes made 
abroad are labeled "American-made shoes," filld in this way 
obtain popularity in foreign markets. 

l\Ir. WEEKS. It is possible that is so, but I ha-vc not in­
-vestigated that subject. 

:\Ir. MURRAY. l\Iay I ask the gentleman whether or not he 
has nny figures which he can give us on the relative efficiency 
of A.mericn.n shoe la:l.Jorers and -foreign shoe laborers? 

J.\Ir. WEEKS. Mr. ·Chairman, I have .not any definite-figures 
on that subject, but this machine labor is largely controlled 
n..nd limited by the agreements whi& are made with the 
unions in both conntries, to a greateT extent abroad perhaJ)S 
than it is in this country. For instance, a welter of shoes in 

Brockton, .Ma:ss., welts 22 dozen pairs a day. Irhe is a skilled 
man he may finish his day's work at 3 o'clock in the afternoon. 
In ·this ·respect, I should say, it is something similar ·to piece­
work. But I see no 1rcason why the shoemaker of England 
should not be as competent a man as the shoemaker in t his 
counh·y. He is not, howe-vcr, .able to complete as much in the 
way of finished product, because the methods over there have 
not been as !Up-to-elate as our methods; that is, they have in 
the past used more hand Utbor, .antl, in consequence, less ma.­
chine work llas been done. But all of these conditions are 
being gradually changed to conform ·to those which obtain in 
this country. 

1\Ir. CONNELL. May J ask the gentleman a question ? 
Mr. WEE.KS. I -yielu to the gentleman. 
Mr. CONNELL. The gentleman has stated that a great deal 

of the h·adc in American slloes abroad comes from Americans 
who tmvel abroad? 

l\lr. WEEKS. Undoubteclly. 
.Mr. CONJ\l:!."'LL. I wonder if there are any statistics on that 

subject? 
Mr. WEEKS. I do not think it would be possible t o get 

statistics on it. 
.Mr. COi\~~LL. l's it not a fact that the average American 

h·a-veling in Europe is more apt i:o buy the thing that is made 
abroad for the novelty of the thing? 

Mr. WE-EKS. Tllat might be true of other articles of wear, 
but I do not think it would be true with respect to shoes. .MY 
little experience and the inquiries that I have made upon that 
subject would lead me to a directly contrary view. Americans 
abroad are sight-seeing and they can not take chances on wear­
ing ill-fitting shoes. 

l\Ir. AUSTIN. Now, I would like to ask the gentleman if it is 
not true that our Consular Sorvicc, our consuls abroad, have 
rcvortcc.l that since the introduction of the American machinery 
in the manufacture of .shoes our trade in Great Britain and on 
the Continent has fallen off? 

l\Ir. WEEKS. Yes; our tra<J.c is falling off in Great Britain 
anc.l on some parts of tlle Continent. 

Now, ~Ir. Chairman, I want to continue the third proposition 
which I advanced when I commenced to speak, regarding the 
sales of shoes abroad an<J. here, the cost of labor, ancl other 
items which bear upon that proposition. We make in the 
United States 260,000,000 JJUirs of shoes in a year at this time. 
The average labor cost is $460 a ·year to those engaged in the 
manufacture. There is considerable difference in the wages 
paid to labor in the different sections of this country which 
I want to point out, not because the highest wage is paicl in 
the State which I in part represent, but been.use it shows tho 
benefit which accrues to the laboring man from increasing the 
output to the full capacity of a factory and locality-the a<l­
·rnntagc which comes from developing the industry to the 
h,ighest possible degree of efficiency. 

Ii'or instance, Brockton, in l\lassachusetts, is the lnrgest shoe 
manufacturing point in the United States, and the highest 
average wage paid to shoe workers in the United States is paid 
in Brockton. The next largest manufacturing point in the 
United States, excluding one or two points in Ca.lifornia, where 
a limited business is done, is Lynn, 1\fass., an<l the second 
highest rate of wnges paid in tllc United States is paid in Lynn. 
The wages paid there are materially higher than the wages paicl 
in most otl1er Massachusetts cities and towns and 1cry much 
higher thnn the n-vcragc pa.id elsewhere in New Engln.nd, and 
so much higher than the average paid in other parts of the 
country that you will sec the probable ad-vantage in develoriing 
tllese industries at certain points to the highest degree of 
efficiency. 

nir. SHERLEY. Will the gentleman permit a question? 
The CH .. UR~IAN. Does the gentleman from l\fassacllusetts 

yield to the gentleman from Kentucky? 
Mr. 'VEEKS. I yield to the gentleman from Kcntuch-y. 
:rirr. SHERLEY. The statement of the gentleman as to the 

rates of wages is -very interesting. Does it not also show that 
t.hc laborers' compensation is not entirely dependent upon the 
tariff if they are getting different rates in this country? 

Mr: WEEKS. I think that is true. I do not think anyone 
will contend a.nd ..I do not bclic1e it has ever been contended 
on this floor' by anybody who has ever given serious considera­
tion to tl1c subject, that the difference of wage paic.1 to labor in 
this country and other counh·ics depended entirely upon the 
b~ . 

l\Ir. SHI~RLEY. The gentleman's statement as to "those who 
Ila -ve gi-vcn serious consideration to the matter " lets him out. 
[J.,nughter.1 It bas been stated reveatecDy on this iloor that the 
rate of w::i.ges dcvcnded on the tariff. 
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Mr. WEEKS. I give these :figures, not ta reflect in any way 

upon other parts of the country, but because they are interesting 
and should go in the HECORD. 

In the Southern States the shoe industry from 1900 to 1905 
increased 110 per cent. It is increasing in some of the sections 
of the ·west much more rapidly than in New England. For 
instance, Ohio bas become the third largest shoe-manufacturing 
State in the Union and Missouri has become the fourth, the 
industries in those' States being largely centered in Columbus 
and Cincinnati in tlle one State and in St. Louis in the other. 
There are 3,363 people employed in this industry in the So?th­
ern States, and their wages are $897,000 a year, or about $266 
each. 

The average wages paid in the Atlantic States, which includ~s 
New York and Pennsylvania and Delaware and Maryla.nd, IS 
~423, or a little less than the average wage fo~ the whole 
country. There are 30,277 people employed, and then· wages are 
$12,802,885 a year. . 

The average wage for the Central States, which inc~_<le tlie 
Mississippi Valley States and Ohio, where there are 30,1?3 peo­
ple employed and their wages are $14,377,281 a year, is $402 
per year. The average wage in Ohio itself, where there arc 
13,8!)0 people employed and their wages are $'5,222,723 a year, 
is $379; and in Missouri, where there are 10!42~ people em­
ployed and their wages are $4,335,005 a year, It is $414. The 
average wage for New England, where there; were 79,~37 p_eo­
ple employed and their wages were $40,4G2,9o7 for 1000, which 
is the year to which these figures apply, was $508. The average 
wa~e in Massachusetts for that year was $5G2.2D. . 

1\fr. LONGWORTH. Will tlle gentleman yield for a question? 
The CH.A.IRMAN. Does the gentleman from Massachusetts 

yield to the gentleman from Ohio? 
Mr. WEEKS. Yes. 
Mr. LONGWORTH. I would like to ask the gentleman if 

the shoe workers tllemselves generally are unionize<l? 
1\fr. WICEKS. I think so; almost entirely so. 
Mr. LONGWORTH. Then the statement of t11e President 

about the Shoe Workers' Union was correct-that they did 
voice the sentiment generally of the shoe workers? 

1\fr. WEEKS. Undoubtedly. 
Mr. l\fURR.A.Y. 1\fay I ask the gentleman whether or not it 

is a fact that there are two very highly organized unions in 
thi$ trnde. between which there is a very . keen rivalry on most 
pnblic qnestions of this sort? 

1\fr. WBEKS. I know there are two organizations. 
l\fr. MURRAY. Does the gentleman know that there is some 

rivalry between them? 
Mr. WEEKS. · On some questions there is keen rivalry, but 

I do not think there is · any rivalry between them as to 
their desire to get a suitable recompense for their services. 
[Laughter.] 

l\fr. RUCKER of Missouri. Will the gentleman yield? 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield to the gentle­

man from Missouri? 
Mr. WEEKS. Yes. 
Mr. RUCKER of Missouri. The gentleman has just stated 

the average wages in various sections of the country in the shoe­
malting business. 

Mr. WEEKS. Yes. 
l\fr. RUCKER of Missouri. I will ask the gentleman whether 

that is an increase or· a decrease as compared with the wages 
paid a few years ago? 

Mr. WEEKS. That is an increase, a uecided increase. 
Mr . . RUCKER of Missouri. Since 1890? 
l\1r. WEICKS. Yes; and since 1895 and 1000, too. 
Mr. RUCKMR of Missouri. I hn-,e some figures· here which 

show that in the year 1900 the average wage paid throughout 
the country was $437. 

1\lr. WEEKS. I am talking about the shoe industry. I am 
not touching other industries now. 

Mr. RUCKER of Missouri. J am talking about the shoe in­
dustry; but probably I have included some other industries 
in these :figures. l3ut I think these figures are prepared to 
cover shoes. 

1\lr. WEEKS. I could not answer the question if it includes 
other industries than shoemaking. I am not talking about other 
industries. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to make some comparisons be­
tween the wages paid to machine shoe workers in various cities 
of this country and abroad. For instance, the welter in six St. 
Louis shoe manufactories gets 41 cents an hour. In two 
Newark, N. J., factories he gets G7t cents an hour, and in 
several Brockton factories he gets from 55 to 70 cents an hour. 
The Goodyear welters working on women's shoes in four Lynn, 
Mass., factories get GO to 60 cents an hour ; in two Brooklyn 

factories from 55 to G5 cents. These are sample wages which I 
have had looked up. 

Lusters in Great Britain receive $7.75 a week. Lasters in tlle 
United States, on an a\erage, receive $18 a week. Tlle welter 
in Great Britain receives $9.35 a week. The welter in the 
United States receives $25 a week. The stitcher in Great 
Britain receives $9.37 a week. The stitcher in the United 
States $25 a week. The heeler in Great Britain receives $S.25 
a \Yeck, and in the United States he receives $18, and in some 
cases a great deal more. 

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. WEEKS. Certainly. 
l\Ir. 1\1.A.RTIN of South Dakota. Can the gentleman give any 

i<lea of the relative efficiency of the two kinds of labor? 
Mr. WEEKS. I do not think there is any great difference in 

the cfliciency. 
Mr. SHICRLEY. But can the gentleman gh·e any actual 

figures of efficiency? That is a necessary factor in the case. 
1\fr. WEEKS. I have said that the welter in Brockton is 

limited to 22 dozen pairs a . day. In the English factory he 
works a greater number of hours, but probably he does not do 
any more than the workman in this country, although he may 
work more hours. I have not the statistics to demonstrate the 
accuracy of that statement. 

l\fr. SHERLEY. Is the difference as to tlle price in this 
country due to the difference in efficiency of the workman? 
The gentleman has shown that there is a marked difference in 
the wages between different parts of this country, in some 
cases as much as 33 per cent. 

Mr. WEEKS. Yes; but wages are different in all industries 
in different parts of this country. 

l\fr. SHERLEY. But does the gentleman say that that differ· 
ence is on account of the difference in efficiency? 

Mr. WEEKS. No; not entirely; but in places where business 
is carried on on a large scale better labor is developed, and 
generally better labor conditions prevail. 

Mr. SHERLEY. I will say, in all fairness to the gentleman, 
that I am trying to get the data to show whether or not that 
may not also explain the difference in the price between th~ 
average American and the average English wage. If these 
:figures are to be of value they must carry with them all the 
factors in the equation. 

1\Ir. WEEKS. It is difficult to do that. · If the gentleman 
from Kentucky were a manufacturer and he had a hundred 
Jasters in his employ, it would be difficult for him, even in his 
~ingle factory, although he might be familiar with them and 
their work, to determine what was their relati\·e efficiency, nnd 
put that efficiency in figures. There would be a difference in the 
men and in the work they could do, and I do not see how such fig­
ures could be prepared for a section or the whole country with· 
out including the hours employed and the product finished, both 
of which conditions al'e frequently governed by agreements with 
the labor employed. Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to go on. The 
cutters in Great Britain get $8.50 a week and in this country $21. 

Let me compare these with the wages on the Continent. l\Ia· 
chine workers in France get $7.GO a week, somewhat less 
than the wage in Great Britain. In Germany they g~t $6.3!) a 
week. The average wage in this country for similar work is 
three times that. The best comparison I have been able to make 
between the averHge wage in the shoe industry in European 
countries and this is that they get on an average 40 per, cent 
of as much wage as our people do. 

M:r. TH.A.YER. Will the gentleman yield? 
l\fr. WEEKS. Yes. 
Mr. THAYICR. Is there any great immigrntion of ski1lcd 

shoemakers from France to this country? 
Mr. WEEKS. I think so. 
Mr. TH.A.YER. Has the gentleman any statistics on that 

subject? 
Mr. WEEKS. I have not. . 
Mr. TH.A.YER. Now, one other question on a subject the 

gentleman has already covered, but I had to get a statute to 
verify my belief. When the gentleman spoke of the beneficent 
operation of the United Shoe Machinery Co.--

Mr. WEEKS. I did not refer to it as " beneficent." 
1\fr. TH.A.YER. That was the tenor of the gentleman's re­

marks. 
Mr. WEEKS. I referred to it to show that it wns not a 

monopoly. 
Mr. THAYER. Did the gentleman have in mind the statute­

the act of 1907, in l\'.{assachusetts, chapter 4GD-which was 
passed against this very corporation? 
. Mr. WEEKS. I did not have it in mind, but I am perfectly 

familiar with it. 
Mr. THAYER. I would like to have that read. 



892 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE. MAY 3, 

Mr. WEEKS. I object to having it read in my time. The 
gentleman can put it in the REconn in· his own time, if he sees 
fit. 

Mr. FINLEY. In- referring to the wages paid those engaged 
in the shoe industry in England. and the United States, is it not 
a fact that the wages paid are based upon piecework ratller 
than by the <lay or week? 

Mr. WEEKS. No; I do not tllink the:re is very much work 
done based on piecework. There is some in all industries, but 
I do not think that the workingman is generally inclined to 
adopt that basis for his agreement with his employer. 

Mr. FINLEY. Has the gentlem:m the figures to show the 
amount of work turned out by the American workman in a 
day or a week as compared with ·the amount turned out by the 
English- workman in a day or a week? . 

.Mr. WEEKS. No; I have not. 
Mr. FINLEY. Does the gentleman not think that, in order 

to make the comparison accurate, that should be included? 
Mr. WEEKS. It would be a very difficult thing to get be­

cause it would vary in every factory; and I do not think there 
are any statistics, either in this country or abroad, that would 
furnish the da tai. 

Mr. FINLEY. I beg. to differ with the gentleman. I have 
seen such statistics. I do not ha-ve them. in mind at present. 

Mr. WEEKS. I should be glad to have m:y attention called 
to them, bcca nse I do not know of any~ 

Now, I want at this point to call attention to the fact that the 
English- Board of Trade has v.ery recently been making some 
investigations in this country as to the conditions of labor and 
wages and the cost of living. :r will print these newspaper 
clippings relating to the subject Briefly; this report shows that, 
assuming that a man in Great Britain. gets a dolla,r a day, the 
same man doing the same work in this country would; get $2:30 
a day, and that the cost of living in this country is 52 per cent 
higher than it is abroad. The report is most voluminous and 
is along similar lines to the instance just quoted:. '.l1he follow­
ing ar.ticle with reference to- the British Board o:t Trade's in­
quiry is from the Boston: rrransc11ipt : 
WAGES, OURS Al\'rr BRI'l\AIN'S-A. REVIEW OF THE IlRITISH GOVEnmrnNT's 

INQUmY-THE EXHAUSTIVE MA-."P.iER IN WJHCH THEIR OVESTIGATORS 
WENT INTO OUR EXCELLE:>T COXDITIONS-LI.VING FOUND :llIORE COSTLY, 
HERE, BUT WAGES MUCH IIIGirnR STTLL-WlIAT THE EXAMINERS SAW 
IN IlOSTON-SOllE STRIKING LESSONS TO US AS WEilL AS TO · BXGLAND 
IN THE FIGURES TH1:1Y !!.RESENT. 

[By F. W. Coburn.] 
The British Board of Trade's inquiry into the cost of living in Amer­

ican towns, the document which, with its frank admission of the better 
estate of American workmen. at least one Tory organ bas declared to 
have dealt a deathblow to free trade, has just reached these shores~ 
Press dispatches this past fortni~ht have told of excitement caused in 
the tight little islaIJd by its findings. John Bull bas long hugged the 
delusion that while '"AJ:ry and Hobbs were paid smaller wages than those 
received by working people in Brother Jonathanls realm, the situations 
at least, were essentially er-ened up by the much higher cost of living iil 
" the States." 

Now comes the relentless statistician of the labor department of the 
board of trade to prove, after an exhaustive study of 28 cities of the 
United States, that the English workman who emigrates and success­
fully reestablishes himself in an American community gets wages that 
are about 130 per cent better than he had received, while his expendi­
tures for food and rent are advanced only by about 52 per cont. He 
makes by removing his Lares and Penatcs. 

Technically the inguiries included "the collection of statistical data 
~~r~~g~~d~0~g-~.es an hours of labor, rents, prices; and family expendi-

It is the generalizing summaries, of course, which have disturbed 
British complucency. The results of the international comparison show 
that 'the· ratio of the weekly wages for certain occupations in the 
United States and En~land and Wales, respectively~ at the dates of 
the two inquiries was _43 to 100 in the buildini; traaes, 213 to 100 in 
the e.aglneering trades, 24<3 to 100 in the printmg trades, and 232 to 
100 in all the trades together. Allowing for a slight advance in wages 
in England and Wales between the dates of the two inquiries the com­
bined ratio would be 230 to 100. 

MORE MONEY AXD LESS WORK IIERE. 

Not only do American workmen receir-e much higher wages, the 
British investigators are obliged to admit; they work shorter hours. 
The weekly hours of labor on this side were found to be 11 per cent 
shorter in the building trades, 7 per cent shorter in the printing trades, 
:ind (3 per cent longer in. the engineering trade, the combined ratio 
showing up as · OG to 100 in this counh·y's favor. 

As regardA rent, it was found that the American workman · pays a 
little more than twice as much as the English workman for the same 
sort of housin~ .. Th.a actual ratio is 207 to 100. The difference between 
the two countnes is much less marked in the retail prices of foo<l 
exhibiting a ratio of 1:J·8 to 100. ' 

Almost interminable family-budget studies lead to the conclusion 
which might ha"e lJeen exv.ected a priori, that" the consumption of meat 
is much forger in tha Umted States, and the consumption of veO'etables 
ls also larger. The bmli;ets indicate in general that the dietary of 
American working-class families is more lilJernl and more varied than 
that of corresponding families in the United Kingdom. 

This monumentn.1 inquiry one learns, was begun in February, HJO!). 
It investi~ated 28 cities, ah but two of them lying east of the Mis­
sissippi. These American towns were as follows : 
· New York. 
nn~el:Yr~v~a~;~~- towns: Boston, Brockton, Fall River, Lawrence, Lowell, 

Other eastern towns- : Ilultimore, Newark;. Paterson, and, Philadelphia. 

Central towns : Cincinnati, Cler-eland, Detroit, Louisville, Muncie 
and Pittsburg. ' 

Middle West to.wns : Chicago, Duluth, l\1ilwaukee, Minnen.polis-St. 
Paul, and St. Loms. 

Southern towns : Atlanta, Augusta, Birmingham, Memphis, New Or­
leans, and Savannah. 

l\fr. l\1ADDEN. Then the man who gets 130 per cent more 
and pays 52· per cent higher for his living cost would be 78 per 
cent better off? 

l\Ir. WEEKS. Of course lle would. 
In the. year ?nding June 30, 1010, the value of the imports 

of shoes rnto this country:--! ~ant you to listen to these figures,. 
because they are rather illummating-was· $171,807. Tllo duty 
on those shoes was from 10 to 15 per cent; on some of them 
10- per cent,. under the Payne-Al<lrich bill, and on some of 
them 15 per cent. It averaged almost exactly 13 per cent on 
the total. The total duty on the goods was $22,695. The labor 
cost on these shoes in this country would be 22 per cent of the 
value of the shoes-that being the average cost for the whole 
of the United States. 

Mr. YOUNG of Michigan. Does the gentleman mean the 
la~or ~ost of the s~oe itself, or tlie labor cost of everything 
gomg mto the shoe, rncluding the making of the shoel? 

Mr. WEEKS. I m,ean the labor cost in making the shoe~ 
The labor cost of the 1010 importations would be $37 685 in 
this country on that basis. ' 

The labor cost abroad, figuring it at 40 per cent of our labor 
cost,.. which would be almost exactly the English board of trade 
figures, would be $15,074, a difference in labor cost of $22,611. 
Twenty-two thousand· six hundred and eleven. dollars is within 
$8'4 of the actual duty collected on these goo<ls. In other words 
the difference in labor cost and the duty of 13 per cent wer~ 
substantially the same amount. That seems to be a scientific 
tariff, based on the difference between the cost of labor at 
home and abroad. [Laughter.} 

Mr. MURRAY. May I suggest an inaccuracy that occurred 
to me as the gentleman went along-that the amount of duty 
collected- was. $37,000. 

Mr. WEEKS. 'I'he amount of duty collected was $22,605.. I 
read the wrong figures. · 

Mr. FITZGERALD. The gentleman has stated these figures 
demonstrated that this is a scientific tariff. It is· not in accord­
ance with the Republican platform, is it,. because it eliminates 
a reasonable profit to the manufacturer? 

Mr. WEEKS. I added a scientific ta-rift', based on the dif­
ference in the cost of labor. abroad and at home. 

1\11'. FITZGERALD; But the gentleman does not take any 
credit for a tariff of that character. · · 

Mr. WEEKS. We take all the credit we can get. [Laughter.] 
Mr. COX of Ohio. Mr. Cllairmarr; with furtlleF reference to 

a comparison. of wages at homo and- abroaa I shoul<l like to 
ask my colleague whether it is not true that ~ncler the German 
regulation, which compelled the American manufacturer to 
maintain his plant on German soil in order to keep his patent 
rights, he operated there and sold in the German market and 
was not compelled, in consequence, to pay the German tar:ifil 

Mr. WEEKS. ~hat is my impression, though I am not sure. 
Mr. COX of Ohio. . Now, further than: that, about a. yea:n ago 

the Commissioner of Patents and the Secretary of State at the 
behest of business interests in this country, induced G~rmany 
to give, up that regulation. Is that not true? 

Mr. WEEKS. I think that wns given up about two years 
ago. 

Mr. COX of Ohio. Is it not true that it was given up at 
the behest of .American manufacturers? 

Mr. WEEKS. I do not know at whose behest or for· what 
reason, but the Germans do now impose a tariff upon our 
manufactured' goods which would offset the difference. 

Mr. COX of Ohio. Is it not a matter of historic· truth that 
the change was brought about by the intercession of our Com­
missioner of Patents and the Secretary of State? 

Mr. WEEKS. I do not know about that. 
Mr. COX of Ohio. And, further, because the American manu­

facture~ so desired. 
Mr. WEEKS. I am willing that should go as a statement of 

the gentleman from Ohio, which I have not investigated. 
Mr. COX of Ohio. Well, it is correct, absolutely. And the 

point is this-if the alleged cheap help made possible cheaper 
products abroad, then why do American manufacturers- ask 
Germany to remove the patent regulation in order that tllc 
.American plants can be brought borne? 

Mr. WEEKS. .Mr. Chairman, the only cn.se in point wllich 
bears on the subject which I am discussing i8" the United Shoe 
Machinery Co., whi,ch was manufacturing in Germany before 
this change was made. Now, I want to call to the attention 
of ·the committee the fact that we are actually receiving in 
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this conntry Euglisll slloes. I would like to have the members capacity of G,000 pnirs of boots, being closed <lawn, wllilo all the fnc­
of tile connuittco look nt these sllocs which I have h2re on m:r ~~1~~~t.engagc<l in the trade are suffering nnd ha>e decreased their 
desk, from which they can determine whether tlley think tbe 'l'he benefit to en:.ployces from increased w:ii:;es as ordered by the 
11~ng1ir.l1wan can nw.ke gco<1-lookiug shoes, Tbes are all En;;- wages boards seems to be offset by decreased work for 1.hcm to do, many 
1. h sJ ,, · L · Th men having been recently laid off. On Febn1ary 1 a mass meeting of 
i. mes, mnde eit"e1· in Nottmg;l.lam or e1cester. ey I.lire 1.hosc cn~aged In tile lndustry was 11cld nt .'.\fclbournc, at which it was 

offered for snle in Bostm1 and quite likely in other pnxts of sug"'estctl that tbe Government should he- requested to increase the duty 
the countl.'y. on imported uoots n.nd shoes to nl.Jont 70 per cent. One of t!Jo leading 

I am iliformed tbnt tllese or similar slloes are beinir c;on- manufacturers said at this meetin " tllat, owing to the rise in tb~ v;a;.;es, 
~ the manufacturers had to make a slight :ttlV::t!lce in the price of foot-

trncte<l for by tile Keudnll Co .• of Knnsus City, antl by other wear and that opened th~ door to the forci~nci:. 'l'hc;v llad imports in 
shoe Jobbers. It was st~tecl in tlle Boot an<.1 Shoe Recorder of rnon of $1,37~.ooo worth of shoes and in l!HO $1,H7,ooo ,,·orth, an 
' ·1 '>6 tl t fl -r.• l" h lr h " ff · n .. ,. h increase of $375,000 in one year. They had to compete against the 

.Ll.IJl'l - :a YC . ..l!..D;4 IS c. ·ullllllcrs L.:lYe ueen O ermg .L'.ulf;ilS \vugcs paid in England and other p:i.rts, and to meet la llor conditions, 
shoes in Boston, and a LeLcester m::i.u told me only yesterday wh!cll lctl to 2.Gs. ($6.36) being paid for G:; hours' work. When the 
th:i.t :i. LeiccstC'r n1:muf:1ctnrer llntl rccciYcd uu order from the wages were fixed at £:..! ~R. ($10..'.!:!l 1.hc munufacturcrs paitl lOd. (20 
United States for u.000 pair~ of Engli13ll shoes n WCQk !Jased on ccuL! ) pei· pound for thch: "cror,." 'l'o-chy they find that the eom-

mo<lity hns gone up to ls. 3d. (:.,O cents) per pouml. Wa~es had in­
samvles he submitted, lrnt t11nt his factory wns uot large crc::i::;cd from£ '.! ( ~0. 73) to £:! 14s. ($1:J.H), SQ\eral of t!lcit- factories 
cuou~h to warrant his filling it, thougll bQ could. sllip a part of were closed. a.ml otbers v:ere onJy wc:rl•iu;; llill time, and manufacturers 
bis supply to this country nn<l make money at tl.lc price offered. were ol.Jligecl to lose some of tbcir uest men. 
'.fl.le increase- in the shi11m ut of English shoes to this country, ~'ow, I want to call atteuti0J1 to the duties which are imposed 
whHe not largo in the yen.rs lDOS, moo, aml 1910,. will !Jc u by other countries on our footwear. Iu Cnuadn, tlle duty llas 
consid.emble factor this year. recently been raised to 30 r.er cent ; in ::\Je.xico it is froll.l 30 

If the second hulf of the year shows the mme rate of increase ce21ts to $1JJO n pair~ in France, unucr tlle new tariff, it has 
as di<l the first half, the iJ.uportn.tions will amount to $6GO,OOO been recently raised from GO to £)5 cents u pair~ ill Germany it is 
or $670,000. for the year. It is rcportec.l that Sears, Uoc!Juck 20 per cent :rnd a>erngcs about 25 cents a p.'.lir; in Belgium it 
& Co., a large <listrib'Jting house in Chicago, lrnve rec'.mtly is 21 cents a pou.ncl; iu Russia. it is $1 n pournl; iu. Spa.in it is 
placed abrencl un order for 000,000 pairs of women's cheap $1.10 u pound; in Japo.u it is 40 pe~ cent; in .A.rgeutirul. it is 40 
shoes, sb.ces which take the place of those manufactured in this per cent; and so on through tho- list. Every cGuntry with which 
country. Before making the proposed reduction in the duty ou we nre doing any considerable business impoEes n tariff on our 
shoes, Congress sboulLl gh·c careful consideration. to tllc \lcws footwe:ll' , while we are proposing to give up the policy which 
expressed by our competitors when the duty was reduced in we llnve been consi s tently following since the organization of 
lDOS. Tllc Boot and Shoe Trades· Journal, of Lon<l:on, of tllis Go...-erumcnt in putting our foo twe::u: a,ncl our shoemakers on 
August 27, lDOO, in nn editorial: stated, among other· thi.ugs: a free-trade oasis. 

When we come to the higher grades our advnntagcs llre e>en ino1:c I Ila 10 been asked SOI.llo questions as to the rcr!SOll why we 
prononn.ced a.ncl, our· prospects mor<> pl<'us!ng. Our 12s . Utl. and ms. 1. • • th t f h • th" t M 
lines compare to, n distinct nclvanta.ga. with the $-:Ii shoC> of Amoulca, uave au mcreaEe ID e COS 0- SuOe lll JS COUD ry. r . 
whilst, in adtlition, we can giYc an Bni;Jisll oak sole by the side of a Cllu.rlcs H. J:ones, to whom I ha.Ye- :::eferretl seY ral times, stated 
red 0 1· union-t:rnn ctl sole of Arucric:rn munufuctnrc . 'l'bere is no com- rccentzy before n. co.DJ111lttec on the cost .of living: 
parison iJ1 1.hP. Wl'Ot' oi~ ln the sbupc-rctnining qualities of tho t•rn 
ai-ticles. In the cbea.per-class goods, and pnrticulllrly in !Joy · IUlll I lla>o no sugg"cstio;is 1.o offer the committee as to ho\V the American 
girl s ' school bootf-1. we c::iu bent oui: rival s Jund over fist. They, ll ave sllue c::i.n be brought to the consumer on a lower basis of price. The 
made a big mistake in reducin~ their duties on foot\vear . As we have ~.50 shoe costs th factory upprox.imately $:! .30. Helling; ofiice ex­
.sai<?. non a solitary Am€rico.n i-l:loe was cvc1· sold here in consequence peuse, and the ordinary aclvertisi.ng neces.:;.ary in anr mc<lern business 
of It& cbeapncs<>, lmt l.Jeca.usc of its novelty a!ld its better fjtti:ng quali- bring the cost up to at lenst $2.GO and frequently $~5<3, leuv.ing but a 
tics. But our friend :- aeroi-;s tbc "pond " !Ja>e no longer tllese mcnovo- narrow margin ot profit for tlic manufacturer, who is obliged to sell. 
lies. We have carefully copied ull these good points and married them t!Je shoe for $2.GO or less. The retailer, who pays $2.GO for a $lt.50 
to the undoubted advantages we have· always possessed, numel:. I.Jetter shoe, bas pracUcuUy no P.rofi1: at all for himself.. His cost. of doing 
work. more durable. \\'Ork, an cl better· sole Ic:itber. We have the be. t uusiness is appt'QxillUltely 30 pet: C<'!nt. so that a man's $:J .GO shoe, whlch 
of their machinery, and we ba.ve some whicb they have not got, n.ncl, ls naturally a. lead.er in the hands of the average r ctaiJer, contributes 
what is more, we know how· to make use of our advantagc-s. It is for nothing at all to his profit. 
these reasons that oui:- shoes, are superloi: and cheaper. If this statement is correct, u mans $3.50 shoe, which is 

Mr. 1\1.ARTIN of South Dakota:. Will the gentleman permit naturnll:r ::t leader in the han'Us of the retailer, contributes uoth-
a question? ing at all to the retailer's profits. 

Mr. WEEKS. Yes.. Ur. Jones goes on to Sn.y that the increase in the cost of these 
· l\fr. lU.A.RTIN of South Dakota. Did I correcbly understa:ncl shoes is base<l on the increase· in cost of ulruost e>crything 
the gentleman to sny that the amount of shoes imported from \vhich goes into the shoe, including the cost of the h.tsts, the 
Englnn<l for 1D10 approximated $178,000? boxes in which the shoes are shi1;wccI~ tho cost of selling, ruain-

1\Ir. W'EEKS. 0ne hundred and seventy-one. thousn.nu dollars. taining more drummers on the road and paying them higher 
l\Ir. l\.E.A.RTIN. of" South Dakota. Can the gentleman iuform wageE, the cost of' labor· and: the cost of material, an increase 

the committee, approximately, what exportations of· American which necessitates the selling of what was formerly a $3.50 
shoes to Great Britain took pla-ce in tho same :rear-, 1!)10? slloe at $4 or $4.50 a pair. 

· l\Ir-. WEEKS. Yes; I cun do that. Mr. Chairman (after '.rhe 011position to this legislation docs not come entirely from 
searching·) , I have mixed my figures so I can not fincl those the manufacturer; it comes from lalJor, n.ncl esvecially that 
which would furnish u reply to this inquiry, but r will say that la bor directly interested in the industry. As an indication of 
the shipment of shoes to Great Britain from the- United States labor's l)osition I quote from a letter written by J ohn F . T obin, 
decreased from 1 DOD to 101.0. general president of the Boot and Shoe Workei·s' Union, A11ril 

lUr. LONGWORTH. lf the gentleman will permit, I think 2G, 1911: 
I can give the figures. The exportations to England from this Tbe greater efficiency of labor in the sboc industry in the U;iited 
country fou 190D wor~ $!l!l8.7G2 worth and in 1!>10, $709,.153 States, as against any forclgn country, is not suilicicnt to offset the 

f b t ~200 000 lower standard of' livin~ in a.ll foreign countries U..'3 eompar1?d with the 
worth, u loss O a OU " • • ·nited ~tatcs, notwithstanding t!Jo cllcapcr lnuor pricl:!J v;!Jicll pr~vail 

l\lr. WEEKS. I stated early in my remarks that the increase in foreign countries. To put shoes and finlc.;hc<1 J1~atLcr en t!Jc free list, 
of shipments of shoes from this country was to Cuba, Mexico, or to in any n-ny reduce ti.le pi·escnt tariff, wonlu compL·l American niloe 

th t . t 1 t f E d manufacturers to meet foreign. competition. throu~l1 t!1c only aYenue 
and Canada, and e con inen a 12nr O urope, an the trad.o open 1.o them. namely, to attack. tll.e wn;::c~ ct tllc B;1oc worker.s n.nd 
to Grent Britain Ilns fallen off. thereby bri.ni:: about a stand:m.l of wagci:; lower than nt present e ists, 
Ur~ LONG"WOilTH. Will tlle gentleman permit another in- which would result in indush·ial wa.rrarc and no donut eventually 

terruption, und. that is to say, that n very few years ago we had establish tbo lower standard of wugcs, consC'quently tbo lower stancla.i:d 
of living-, 

a largo business with Australia~ ~tlr. BURKE of South Dn.k.otn.. Will the gentleman permit n. 
Mr. WEEK S. Yes. 
1\lr. LONGWORTH. And that is absolutely cut off by the question? 

d ty f 30 t? 1\lr. WEEKS. Yes. 
u o pet ccn · . r f r- .·..,. Mr BURKE of South Dakota_ Would not the same arf;U-
Mr. WEE!:~~. I would hke to c c to tJ:nt i:1 ,..,ht .here. to mont apply to the bill pased a few days uooo, kn.own a s the 

say the d1;1tY is 40 l?er c.en~, not 30. ~;re is ~ome~h1~g that Cnnadiau reciprocity bill? 
happen~d m ./: us~ra lrn ~1thm two wcel ~ : The} ba'i e .t wag:e I )Ir. WEEKS. I wnut to s.n..y to the ;entlel!l:lll from South 
board. 1n Aust~ulla, 'i~h1ch h~s tec~ntly :ncreascd the rate of Dakota that 1 have stated 1 thiDk,. tbr~~ tiir«'~ tl!at r run try­
wages :o !Jc v:;i1u t.o sll_oc w~rkers with this result. r· .

1 

iu" to dis<:t ss tlle 8110 ,,. inclnsti:'y. :md I :i 1~ 1 sti~ t ;· 1 ~ to him \lrul 
I take my in!oi:mat10n from a revort made by :'ice Consul • tbc other members of this com!nittee wlrnt I ti1iilk that indus-

General Baker m Consular nnd Trade Reports, April 1, lDll: try is eutitletl to. r <lo not sny that :ill <•tlier Ln •1 n~tries or all 
A.USTIU.LIA...~ noo'.11 A..~D SHOE 1::<rousTro: . other da1'ses ar~ getting wbat they n.re eutitletl tu, more or less. 

With reference to the Australian lJoot n.nd shoo trade, the i.ncren.sing we might agree and we mirrht disagree as to tllut, but now I 
d lfilculty, as appears, of Australian boot ancl shoe manufacturers in J • h · <1 th h 
competing· with Imported goods, owing to lncreo.se<1 cost of wages. bas nm trying to pro>e to 1lm tba.t tlle s oe m ustry and e s oc 
resulted s ince t he first of tbi.s year in one Melbourne factory, with a worker are entitled to nll the protection now bein~ gh-en them. 
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Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Can the gentleman give the 
committee some information as to the conclition of the shoe in­
dustry, as to how it is prospering, and whether or not it is 
making large profits or merely reasonable profits? 

Mr. WEEKS. I can give the gentleman from South Dakota 
briefly some information on that subject. It is a good industry; 
and, like all others, perhaps to a greater extent than in most 
otller cases, it depends on the sldll of the management and the 
volume of the business. The probable average profit made by 
the best shoemakers, by ~Ir. Keith and others, is about 8 cents 
a pair. Mr. Jones and l\lr. Keith have both testified recently 
thnt the average profit which they made was about 8 centR a 
pair. nut the profit on coarse or low-priced goods is very 
much less than that. It is not more than about 3 or 4 cents a 
pnir. I very much doubt if you will find any shoes on which 
the manufacturing profit is more than 10 cents a pair. 

.Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Can the gentleman give any 
information as to the probable cost on the capital investad in 
thnt line of industry? 

Mr. WEEKS. I can not do it, because I have not the figures 
segregating the selling cost from the profit, after taking out 
the cost of material, the cost of labor, the cost of machinery, 
and the cost of salaries. 

~Ir. :MARTIN o.f South Dakota. Of course, the vital thing 
the committee would like information upon, if we are to be in­
formed about the industry, is what percentage he makes upon 
his capital. 

Mr. WEEKS. I think the industry is making about 8 cents 
a pair on shoes. · 

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Of course, that throws no 
light on whether it is profitable or not profitable. 

l\lr. WEEKS. It throws some light on it, because the capital 
invested is about $125,000,000; 8 cents a pair would be about 
$20,000,000. So that would indicate that the gross profit, after 
taking out the cost of selling, is 16 or 18 per cent; but this does 
not nllow for the capital invested in machinery, which is leased, 
and it probably does not adequately cover the cost or the value 
of real estate, which in such an industry is usually carried at a 
very low figure. These charges would greatly reduce the net 
income. 

Mr. nOWl\'IAN. Has the gentleman considered the com­
petition that would come from the surplus, in view of the fnct 
that it has been stated on the floor of this House that manu­
fnctories are being established at Helsingfors, in Finland, and 
in other European countries, fully equipped with American 
machinery and supplied with American lasts, so that in case of 
depre sion in trade, when they would cnrry lnrge stocks of 
goods, those stocks might be thrown in here, nnd thus demoral­
ize the business of this country? 

Mr. WEEKS. I have not referred to that because I have not 
had time to, but I will say that that is an element which 
ought to be considered. If you are going to remorn the duty 
from shoes, we will become the dumping ground of the surplus 
of all the manufacturing establishments of the world. ·when­
ever they have a surplus on hand, they will dump that surplus 
into this country at whatever price they can get. 

That is a question frequently discussed here, whether .Amer­
ican manufacturers are justified in selling abroad lower than the 
normal price at homo. That is frequently done by the manu­
facturers of nll countries. It is done because by so doing the 
manufacturer can maintnin his establishment at the higllest 
state of efficiency, can keep his labor employed an the time, 
and it enables him to sell closer than would be the case if he 
were obliged to run, making a reduced output. Many indus­
tries are not profitably run at 75 per cent of their full capacity, 
wllcn they would be very profitably run at full capacity, even 
if the output were sold in both cases at the same price. 

:Mr. SIMS. .A.s an illustration, I cnn suggest to the gentle­
man a case that all will appreciate. When the Payne-Aldrich 
bill was enacted, taking the duty off hides, putting hides on 
the free list, and reducing the duties on shoes and leather, it 
was predicted that the price of shoes would go down. Now, I 
use the Stacey-Adams shoe, and have worn that make of shoes 
for a number of years, and a few months after the Payne­
Altlrich tariff went into effect I went down town to the shoe 
store that I patronize to get a pair of those shoes and the firm 
charged me more for a pair of the same shoes than before. 
The price was higher than when the Payne bill was passed, 
and this gentleman told me they had not increased their profit 
at all, but that the shoes cost them more. 

Mr. WEEKS. I have spoken of that, and I have gone into 
some detail to show why shoes are now costing more than they 
cost five years ago. nut I want to ask the gentleman if he is 
sure he got a Stacey-Adams shoe? 

Mr. SIMS. Yes. I have got them on now, and they are sub­
ject to the gentleman's inspection. [Laughter.] '.rhey said 
they would either have to increase· the price of the shoes or 
reduce the quality of the material that entered into their manu­
facture, and they had chosen the former. 

Mr. WEEKS. The gentleman should always be sure that he 
sees the stamp of the manufacturer on the shoe, then he will be 
likely to get a better article. 

Mr. SIMS. I have worn that kind of shoe for 14 years. 
~fr. J. 1\1. C. SMITH. I will suggest to the gentleman that 

he might have bought the shoes from different retailers, and 
that point should be taken into consideration when commenting 
on a difference in price. 

Mr. "WEEKS. Gentlemen on the other side have repeatedly 
said during this debate that it was up to this side of the House 
to sllow why these duties ought not to be removed-why shoes 
should not be put on the free list, for instance. This is a great 
industry, employing a large capital and nearly 175;000 persons; 
some substantial reason should be advanced why a change 
should be made rather than propose the change and ask those 
interested in the industry or believers in the protective policy 
to prove that it is unwise. It would be just as logical for the 
Government to arrest a mnn and say to him, "Unless you 
can prove that throughout your entire life you have been 
innocent, you are guilty." The obvious method of procedure 
would have been for the Ways and Means Committee to 
have given shoe manufacturers and shoe workers a chance 
to answer this question and to show why the change should 
not be made. Instead of that, the majority has proceeded 
without any consideration, has agreed in a caucus to sup­
port the bill, without amendment, and it is impossible to 
believe that this attempt at legislation is not mere buncombe, 
intended to delude those in whose benefit it is supposed to be 
passed, if, indeed, it is passed at all. It is not information the 
other side wants; it is material to use in a coming political 
campaign; so if the evidence which I have tried to submit, bear­
ing on this question, assists in showing the folly of proceeding 
in snch a manner as has the mnjority in this case, I shall not 
consjcler the time wasted, although I have taken much more of 
the time of the committee than I intended. [Prolonged ap­
plause on the Republican side.] 

l\fr. UNDERWOOD. l\1r. Chairman, I yield one hour to the 
gentleman from Illinois [l\fr. GRAHAM]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. GRA­
IIAM] is recognized for one hour. 

Mr. GRAHAM. l\fr. Chairman, when the Canadian reciprocity 
bill was before the House I voted for it, not because I thought it 
entirely satisfactory, but because I thought it was the beginning 
of n good work-a first step in the right direction-ancl I felt 
that when the Representatives of the people had once put their 
han<ls to the plow they would not turn back, and that they 
would surely take additional steps in the same direction. 

l\fany of the ablest advocates of a tariff for protection were 
wise enough to see the true meaning of it and frank enough to 
admit that their opposition to it was largely on the ground that 
it wns an assn.ult on the system of protection, and, so believing, 
they fought it with every weapon available. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. DALZELL] well ex­
pressed their views when he said that the reciprocity bill "was 
an abandonment of the protective policy." 

The same thought is expressed in the report of the minority 
members of the 'Vays and Means Committee. They say: 

If this bill becomes a law it will mark the downfall of the protective 
system. 

Other eminent gentlemen on the floor of the House, distin­
guished for their devotion to protection, have given expression 
to similar sentiments. These gentlemen did not, however, make 
their fight against the bill on that line. 

Their arguments were not a direct defense of the policy of 
protection, which they admit this bill puts in jeopardy. They 
attempted, rather, to base their defense on the theory that the 
bill is an attack on the farmers of America, and they appealed 
to the agricultural interests and sought to enlist them on their 
side. Scarcely a word was said during the debate in defense 
of the American lumber interests, although the bill would un­
doubtedly reduce the price of lumber. Not a word was heard 
in defense of the Paper Trust, although, beyond question, its 
monopoly would be injured, if not destroyed, should the bill be­
come a law. Other big interests which were involved had no 
open defenders on the floor, and the whole plan of defense 
seemed to be based on the supposed injury which would result 
to the American farmer. Why this silence as to the other inter­
ests? Why were there no voices raised bewailing the loss to 
the Paper Trust or the lumber barons? And why such sudden 
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solicitude for the farmers? Is it unreu.sonab1e to conclude that 
1.heir ··rnlunteer defonclers were trying to make u rn.mpurt of the 
farmers from behind wllich they rulght defend other interests 
thnt hnxe been vlundering the people far too long? [Applause 
on the Democrutic side.] 

Some li:;ht is shed on the matter by Circul::tr No. 271, sent 
out in opposition to tll.e reciprocity bill by l\Ir. Wakeman, secre­
tary and treasurer of the Americu.n Protective Tariff League. 
I quote the latter part of it. Speaking of the reciprocity bill, 
he says: 

It aims at a reduction of prices of such " necessaries " of life as tile 
furmer has to sell, but provides for no reduction of prices for the 
"nccessnries" the farmer has to buy. 

Protection can not endure upon a basis so entirely unjust and unfair. 
It must be for all, or it will be for none. 

Once the American farmer finds that protection ls not for him, the 
eml of protection will quickly come. 

'fen million votes are cast by American farmers. Kindly write or 
wire your SenatQr or Ileprcsentative in Congress in opposition to the 
treaty. 

We inclosc copy of Words of Good Cheer, giving the names of all 
Senators and Hepresenta.ti>es who should be addressed in tllis con­
nection. 

Very truly, yours, 

NEW YonK, li'cbrtca1·v G, 1911. 

W. F . WAKE:>.LL"'<, 
Treasurer and General Secretary. 

One of his objections, you will notice, is that the bill provides 
no re<luction of prices-that is, no reduction of tariff-on what 
the farmer has to buy. Well, he can rest easy, for we are now 
ready to correct that defect :md reclucc the price of what he has 
to buy, and I hope 1\Ir. Wakeman will be satisfied. He lets the 
cat out of the bag, however, when he tells us that "10,000,000 
votes are cast by the American farmers," and that "once the 
American farmer finds th~t protection is not for him, the end 
of protection will quickly come." 

Eviclently the secretary of the Protective Tariff League looks 
on tlle farmer as a convenience, an.cl the inference that some 
other udYocates of protection tuke a similar view is not a vio­
lent one. 

One would think, from the arguments of those opposed to 
the reciprocity bill, that the protective system bnd been origi­
na.lly <levised, and is still maintained, for the sole and especial 
beuefit of the farmers. I want to enter my emphatic dissent 
from such a view, and to assert that, on the contrary, this un­
fair and unreasonable system of levying and collecting tnxes 
from the people for the benefit of favored classes has steadily 
robbed the farmer, and it would be a great blessing for him 
should Congress wipe out the whole protectfre system. Of 
course it would not be the part of practical wisdom to wipe it 
out at one stroke. We have had it with us so long that we have 
grown accustomed to it; our business transactions arc based 
u11on it; we have had to buy and sell with reference to it. 
During the 50 years it has been in existence it has become in­
grnine<l and interwoven in our business affairs to such an ex­
tent that it is now a fact, a condition, which, as sensible men, 
we must recognize. And we must deal with it in such u way 
as to create the least practical amount of business disturbance. 
There is a lnw of inertia in business as well as in physics, and 
we arc bound to recognize thnt law an<l not move with Ullllue 
haste, even in a good cause. 

I remember rending somewhere that the girls employed in 
the arsenic mills in Austria-Hungary eat small quantities of that 
drug-, because it gives to tlleir complexions a delicate and much­
desired tint. Little by little they increase the amount tn.ken 
until, after long use, they are able to take with impunity a 
quantity that would kill an ordinary individual not accustomed 
to it. Of course the habit, if persisted in, finally causes death. 
But the strange thing . about it is that if the victim su<ldenly 
ceases to use it she becomes violently ill and exhibits all tlle 
symptoms of arsenic poisoning. Hence to effect a cure of tllc 
hnbit tile quantity taken must be gradually :i;educcd until it can 
be finally fu·o11ped altogether. As it is with the arsenic eaters, 
so it is with our protected industries. 

After the protection habit was formed it wn.s necessary to 
l\eep increasing the dose, the recipients of the plunder always 
finding a pretext for the increuse_ First, they su.id that our in­
fant industries needed wet nursing. Then they said we had to 
protect American labor from competition with the p1uper labor 
of Eu:rope. Then tlley insisted on protection for the .American 
farmer. He most be protected, forsooth, by preventing the im­
portation of articles which he is constantly exporting nnd sell­
ing in the open markets of the world and in competition with 
all the world. And, finally, they sai<l we must have protection 
to guarantee the manufacturer a reasonable profit on his busi­
ness. Ifaviug been pructicnlly dri\cn from n.11 these positions, 
they are now resorting to the familiar dm ice of nu armistice in 
order to gain time for the invention of some new pretext. [Ap­
plause on the Democratic side.] 

Their proposition is to create a tariff commission, which is t o 
perform the impracticable, if not impossible, feat of n.scertu.ining 
the difference in tll.e actual cost of prod.ucing manufactured 
articles at home and ubrond. In this they doubtless console 
themsel\es with the hope that the commission will not make a 
report until they can discover some new sophism with which to 
deceive the people into the belief that they can increase their 
prosperity by tnxing themselyes; and I am inclined to think they 
wonkl not regret it much if the commission did not report till 
Gabriel was about ready to sound a. blast on that historic trum­
pet. [.Applause and laughter on the Democratic si<le.J 

Tl.!e uclrncatcs of protection are both shrewd and able. Per­
sistent opposition has <lriYen them together, has welded them 
into a solid and homogeneous muss, wllere tlley ha v-c been 
imitedly working, each for all, and all for each. They realized 
the force of Franklin's remark, and they have learned to hang 
to~ether to keep from illlnging sevarn.tely. 

In its earlier dnys its adrncn.tes justified protection on the 
grouucl tllat capital 1mid better in agricultural pursuits than in 
rnanufncturing, and they insisted that it mis the duty of the 
Goyernment to so frame the laws a..s to enable the manufacturers 
to make the price of their goous artificially high, so as to in­
uuce capital to leave the farms and go into manufacturing 
enterprises. 

1.'llc raising of reYenue from duties on imports is and has 
boon practiced uy all Governments, u.nd "is legitimate, because 
the money so collected is used for public purposes, and these 
uuties are frequently leYied on sucll articles, anu in such a way, 
as to partially sllield the home manufacturer of them from 
competition, thus giving him a limited u.nd incidentn.l advu.ntage. 
But the theory of protection goes much further than this. It 
calls for the erection of pructicu.lly impassible barriers against 
the wares of foreign manufacturers, leaving the American con­
sumer entirely at the mercy of the American manufacturer. 
This stage of protection was reached only by slow degrees. 
Before the Civil War our tariffs were comparatively low, but 
the i+ecessity for revenue during that struggle delll!lnded an 
increase ill customhouse tuxes, and these taxes added to the 
foreign cost resulted in prices so high as to greatly stimulate 
mvcstments in manufacturing enterprises. 

Ila ving tasted of the sweets of high prices and big profits 
those who enjoyed them were not su.tisfied to give them up when 
the war was over. But as the Government's need of money 
grew less, and it was proposed to reduce the customhouse taxes, 
those who enjoyed the benefit of war prices hud to devise some 
new reason for the continua.nee of a high-ta.riff policy: Then 
it was they raised a cry for tho necessity of protecting our 
infant industries, and they succee<led in getting the people to 
credit them. But the infant grew to adult siz-e, became a great 
big, overgrown, selfish mollycoddle, who seemed to think con­
sumers were created for his especial benefit. He bawled. as 
if he were being crucified if a boy half ills size made a face 
at him, and he had an attack of hysteria. if asked to enter into 
any kind of competition. Ile w::mteu pap, anc.1 then more pap, 
all the time, and he wanted it brought to him n.t that, and be­
cause he never had to exert his strength be did not really kuow 
what he was capable of and lived in constant fear. The 
gentleman from Connecticut [l\ir. HILL] tolu us the other day 
that the fear of the Wilson bill brought on a business panic 
nearly two years before the bill passed. 

If the gentleman was right, it proves how timid :md hystericu.l 
nnd brash those industries are which rest on protection. Of 
course I do not agree with the gentleman as to the fact. I 
think protection bas borne two legitimate children. It is, a..s 
Mr. Havemeyer said, the legitimate mother of trusts, and it is 
also the legitimate mother of panics. [Applause on the Demo­
cratic side. J 

I might concede that there was a time wllcn protection stium­
lu ted manufacturing enterprises, but stimulation, when exces­
siYe, is n.lwn.ys followed, first by exhilaration and then by de­
pression and prostration, anU. these panics arc but "the cold, 
gmy duwn of the morning after." [Lauglltcr and applause on 
the Democratic side.] 

1.rhe " infant-industries" theory finally grew to be n nntionu.l 
joke and had to be abandoned. A new watchword had to be 
found, and the infant wns pushed behind the curtain, where he 
was kept tempo:rurily out of sight but by no mc:tns o;it of mind. 
Its beneficiaries then insisted that protection wns not for the 
benefit of the infant prodigy at all; that the reu.l purpose of it 
llad always been to protect the A.mericn.n laboring mun against 
competition with the pauper labor of Europe. "We can not 
bear it," said tlle beneficiaries of protection at election time; "it 
makes our hearts bleed to see the American faborin~ men com­
peting with the pauper labor of Europe_" And the laboring men 
heard them and believed ; and on this cry, aided by unpatriotic 
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appeals to passions engendered during the Civil War, protection 
again triumphed at the polls. nut when the workingman, after 
the Yictory, insisted on getting his share of the protection pap 
in the form of higher wages, he was coldly ignored. Protection 
eruissaries went to Europe and brought what they had been 
calling "pauper labor" right to the door of the American 
workingman to compete with him at close range and thus keep 
wages down, regardless of campaign promises. The working­
mau soon saw that if his wages were to be increased he must 
attend to the matter himself. He then went to work organizing 
labor unions, and in that work he had to overcome bitter oppo­
sition from those protected interests which pretended such solici-
tude for his welfare. [Applause on the Democratic side.] · 

Another and a favorite argument of the protection advocates 
has been that by making the price of the manufactured articles 
high capital would be induced to invest in manufacturing indus­
tries; that then men with money to spare would invest it in 
manufacturing; that this would make competition keen, and 
thus bring about lower prices. Thus we were told that the pro­
tection policy might at first mean high prices, but that it would 
eventually make low prices by means of this competition. You . 
may believe, if you can, that the party of protection really 
favored a poliey because it would 'result in low prices for their 
wares. I must be shown. I am from near Missouri. [Laugh­
ter.] 
~hat they were not sincere in it is fairly well indicated by 

their last platform declaration, which proposes to make the 
American people guarantee reasonable pro.fits to the manufac­
tn~ers, and that, too, regardless of the conditions ordinarily re­
qmr?d to secure success in business; and leaving it entirely to 
the rnterested party to judge his own case and determine what 
is n reasonable profit. Do you imagine the beneficiaries of such 
a platform declaration when enacted into law would permit 
their modesty to interfere witl.! their pro.fits? 

I would not assert that when they were urging the theory that 
lower prices would be reaclled through the protection policy 
they foresaw what did actually happen, but I will say that I 
think they did not really want low prices for their wares, and 
that they may have seen, and probably did see, that some way 
would be found to prevent the a<lvent of low prices and only 
reasonable profits. 

· ·we now know that the promise, whether sincerely made or 
not, proved vain and empty. When the time came for the low 
prices through competition, those who made the promises or­
ganized trusts and otlJer combinations to preyent the perform­
ance of their own promises. Protection prevented competition 
from without, and there could be little or none from within 
new manufacturing enterprises being practically impossible a~ 
no one would have the temerity to start a new business con~ern 
in the face of trust opposition, which would surely destroy his 
business by underselling well knowing that when it was de­
stroyed they would get their money back from the customers by 
O\ercharging. 

It is scarcely necessary now to call attention to another catch 
phrase long urged by the protectionists, namely, that the for­
eigner pays the tariff tax. I mention it, not to refute it-that 
would be waste of time-but rather to show their ingenuity to 
show how prolific they have been in the invention of deceptive 
phrases. Driven from one position to another, I indulge the 
hope that they reached their last ditch when they proclaimed 
tllat the law should guarantee a reasonable profit to the manu­
facturer. No conditions are imposed, no qualifications provided. 
The investment may have been a foolish one; the machinery 
may be out of date, the business may be mismanaged, the capi­
tal stock may be inflated; 50, or 100, or even 200 per cent of 
water may have been pumped into the stock, as appears to have 
been clone in the case of the Steel Trust, but still, according to 
the platform promise, the concern is entitled to a reasonable 
profit, and the interested parties are to decide what constitutes 
sucll a profit. Such a platform promise was at least well calcu­
lated to make the beneficiaries of protection open up their hearts 
and purses to those who malle the promise, nor could they forget 
that past legislative performances justified them in accepting 
the offer at its face value. Surely those who made the promise 
must have been in great need of something with which those to 
whom they made it could supply them. 

In the not yery remote past it is generally believed that they 
contributed to the campaign funds of the protection party sums 
which could not haYe been expended legitimately, and they 
doubtless did it in the belief that the party would later on confer 
further legislative favors which would enable them to reim­
burse themscl\es from the general public, with liberal interest. 

But the people disapproved of their policies and practices 
last November, and declared in favor of a real revision of the 

tariff downward, and they gave the Democrats a commission to 
make the necessary reductions. 

I realize that the execution of that commission is a serious 
task. It is like a difficult but necessary surgical operation; it 
has to be done, but no matter how skillfully it is done it will 
hurt. In attacking intrenched privilege an<l wrong those mak­
ing the attack must begin not where they would, but where 
they can. The necessity for beginning somewhere has been 
recognized by President Taft, who is a protectionist, and by 
many other prominent Republicans who are also protectionists. 
They prepared and proposed the Canadian reciprocity measure, 
and we carried it through the House. Again I say I think it is 
lame and insufficient if we stop with it. nut why shoul<l we 
stop with it? 

This first short step was proposed by a Republican President 
and supported by many Republican Representatives, and, little 
as it is, we Democrats would, in the face of our former declara­
tions, be guilty of insincerity and political cowardice had we re­
fused to take it. Having already taken it, we are now about 
to make further progress, to take the next step, and pass the 
Farmers' Free-List Bill. 

I am not one of those who think that other and aduitional 
steps toward tariff reform will be prevented by another branch 
of the Congress or by the President. I assume that they will 
do their duty in the premises and join with us in giving the 
people the relief which they demand and need so much. nut 
if they do prevent progress in that direction, they will surely 
have to answer to the people for it. 

I feel reasonably sure that the President and those Repub­
licans who voted for reciprocity are too wise and too clear­
sighted not to see that a corresponding .re<lnction of the more 
oppressive schedules is absolutely necessary for the relief of 
the public in general and of the farmers in particular. 

Such reYision coulU be mnde without paeticulur disturlmnce 
or shock to business if certain professional protectionist calam­
ity howlers would cense trying to S<lYe the protection graft by 
predicting all sorts of disasters in cnse any of it is taken from 
them. So good a protectionist as the editor of the I.Ton Age 
admits this to be true. He saiU., editorially, on Decembor U 
WW: ' 

The country grnern.lly bas not felt seriously alarmed over the possi­
bility that some o! the schedules might be ta.ken up separately an<.l 
lower duties named on articles therein cln.ssified. '£his is a mattet• 
which was not thought to be spccinlly disturbing, nlthough it would 
of course, r etard trade for a time in the commodities on which new 
duties were under consideration. 

And, again, he says : 
No general tariff revision Is des ired by the great majority of Hie 

people. The revision of a very few schedules of the present tariff is all 
that should be attempted. 

You see, he ,admits that some schedules should be revised.. 
And then he adds : 

The country imperatively needs a rest from governmental interfer­
ence with business. 

He wants "a rest from governmental interference" ! Now, 
what do you think of that? The Government for 40 years has 
been legislating in the interest of a clnsi:;. It hns cornvelled 
and is still compelling millions of its citizens, through protec­
tion legislation, to pay tribute to that small class which the 
Iron Age represents. And look at the results. 

We boast of our great national wealth, now rated at $125,-
000,000,000. Where is this wealth? Who lms . it? Tho great 
bulk of it has been gathered into comparatiYely few handR, 
and largely through tariff laws which, in my judgment, have 
prostituted the taxing power of the Government, by using it 
to make millions of our citizens pay tribute to a favored few. 

This is well illustrated by a conuition in the line of business 
which the Iron Age represents. 

It is said when the 24 directors of the Steel Trust sit down 
to their table the owners of one-twelfth of tlrn wealth of the 
United States occupy the chairs. This is further illustrated by 
the fact that 1 per cent of the American people own more prop­
erty than the other 99 per cent, while five an<l one-half million 
American families, or 44 per cent of our people, own an average 
of only $150 per family. 

The protection laws which arc lnrgely responsible for tllese 
conditions are still in force. The people still suffer from them. 

nut the Iron Age thinks we tamper with these laws too much, 
and that the country needs a rest ; wl1ich, I suppose, means 
that the victims of protection should not grumble while the 
favored class is collecting its tribute from them. How kind 
and how good of the Iron Age. Speaking for that favored class 
he says, in effect, "All we want is to be let alone " ; but in the 
meantime, like the daughter of the horseleech, they keep on cry­
ing "give, give." [Applause on the Democratic side.] 
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. But how about the victims? Do yon not tllink they would be 

willing to put up with a little temporary inco1wenie11ee in onler 
to be pcrmnnently relieved of a burden which has become well­
nigh intolerable? 

Of all those who have suffered from tnriff exactions none 
lrn\c sufferetl more than tho farmers. None have giye;:i P"1re or 
gotten less through protection tlw.n they have. It is •,11.itl by 
gentlemen that putting agricultural irnplemcuts on the free list 
will not give them any relief; that they can now buy agricul­
tural implements cheaper than they can be bought in any other 
country. That argument, as the poet said of vaulting ambition-

O'erleaps itself and falls on the other side. 
If they can buy such implements cheaper here than anywhere 

elEe, what objection can there be to putting agricultural imple­
ments on the free list? But can they buy them chenper llere? 
I think the evic.lence is the other way. The manufacturers ad­
mitted a few years ago that they were selling their goods 
cheaper abroad than at home, and explained by saying they did 
so in order to keep their employees nt work. I am glad tlrnt I 
can admit the fact without being com11el1ed to accept tlieir 
explanation of it. I prefer to take the view expressed by the 
late Mr. John Hay, Secretary of State. In an address made not 
long before bis death, he Eaid: 

We nre building locomotives for railways in Europe, A8ia, and Africa. 
Our bridges can be built in America, ferried ac1·oss the Atlantic, trans­
po1·ted up the Nile, and flung across a river in the Sudan in less time 
than any European nation, with a start of 4,000 miles, can do the 
work. 'Ve sell ironware in Birmingham, cnrpets in Klderminster; we 
pipe sewers of Scotcll cities ; our bicycles distance all competitors on 
the Continent i. Ohio sends watch cases to Geneva. All this is of ad­
vantage to al parties; there is no sentiment in it. They buy our 
wares because we make them better and at lower cost than other 
people. .. 

According to him, they did sell abroad cbenper than at home. 
They could not compel foreigners to pay such exorbitant i1rices 
as our protection laws enabled them to exact from the home 
folk. 

· l\ir. Bridgman, in his book, The Passing of the Tariff, pub­
lished in 1909, snys: 

The policy of underselling to foreigners bas become a recognized prac­
tice on the part of the protected mannfncturers of the United States, 
secret if possible, but followed constantly, whether secret or open. 

Dr. Charles W. Elliott, late of Harvard, in an address made 
in September, 1008, said: 

That the tariff is not necessary to the maintenance of American 
wages or American standards of living appenrs clearly from the com­
mon practice of selling American goods in foreign countries at much 
lower prices than they are sold in the United States, and yet at a 
prot!t. 

Aml he significantly adds: 
If the American people mean to maintain their individual liberty in 

inrlnstries, trncles, commerce, and politics, they must steadily defend 
tllewsel ves against monopolies. 

At its meeting in Hartford, Conn., in November, 1907, the 
Nntional Grange passed a series of resolutions condemning 
Amerlcnn mnnufacturers for selling their goods cheaper in for­
eign countries thnn at home, nt the expense of American agri­
culture, and recommending that every article so sold be put 
upon th~ free list. 

There is scarcely a limit to the evi<lence which could be col­
lectecl to show that gentlemen were in error in asserting that 
the American farmers got their implements cheaper thilll those 
of any other country, but I will content myself with adding a 
list of the borne and foreign prices of American-made nrticles 
in common use, in all of which ·the farmer is interested: 

Article. Ilome Price 
price. sold at 

abroad. 

---
CultiYators ...... _____ ••..•.. __ ... _ .. _ .•• _. ___ .. _ .. __ ....... __ . Sll. 00 $8.40 
!'lows ....... -... _. ___ . __ . _ ·- _ .... _. _ -· _ .... _ .. _ ... __ ...... : .. . 14. 00 12. 60 
Axes ..... -· - . - .•. -·- .•. -• _. _ -· .. _ ...••.• _ .•••••••..... dozen .. 8.25 7. 20 
Kettll'S ......... - ...••. ~ - •. - - - -- • -· •••• - - .. - -- -· ..... - - .. - .... . 1. 40 .85 

15.00 12.00 
3. 00 12. 00 
3.00 12. 00 

10. 00 15. 55 
100. 00 60.00 

Zl. 50 20. 75 
22. 00 17. 50 
18. 00 12.00 
28.00 2 23. 00 

Tahle knives ............. -· ..... ·-··-·· ..... -·--· ·--·-·gross._ 
Horr.es hoe nails ... - -- . -.. -.. -.. -- .•.. _ •••... -· ••........ ______ _ 
Durbeu wire ....... - . -.•.... -..• -· .•..•.••••..•..•.. _ .• _ -· ___ .. 
Cut rivets ........ _ ... -.. - -.. ---· - . -···-· - -.. - -- . - -· •••••. -·- - . 
'l'ypewriters ........ _ ............••••••.•.••.•••• - -.•••••..•. __ 
Sewing machines: 

Fine ..............••..•...••••••••••••••••••.••.•••••.•••• _ 
Medium-···-·- ··· ·--········--············-·-····-·--·-··· Cheap ............ _. _ ... _ .. _ .. ___ .•••••...••.•.•••.••• _ ••• _ 

Steel rails .... - ·-- ...... -··--- .... - .. ······--····-·· ····----··· 

l Per hundredweight. 2 Per long ton. 

Our protection friends are great admirers of that form of 
sophism known as "the false cause." 
~hen two things w~ich might be related are found toge~er, 

tlns method of reasonmg assumes that they bear the relation 

XLVII--57 

of en nse nnd effect. We bu ve a high protective tariff, this 
allegecl argument runs, and our farmers are prosperous, hence 
tbe lligh tariff caused their prosperity. Or this: We bave 
protection and we have high wages, hence protection makes 
wages high. By a parity of reasoning I might say they have 
cyclones in Kansas; . the farmers of Kansas are prosperous, 
hence cyclones cause prosperity. Or thus: We have a great 
many schools and churches in this country; we also have a great 
ru:rn:r divorces, hence the schools and churches are the cause of 
tlie tli\orces. And all of these arguments are equally sound, 
which means they are all unsound. 

l\fr. CONNELL. Will the gentleman yield? 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Illinois yield 

to the gentleman from New York? 
Mr. GRAHAM. I do. 
Mr. CONNELL. I would like to ask the gentleman from 

Illinois if this is not a good place in his speech to elucidate 
a fact that the gentlemen on the other side of the. aisle liave 
eYidently forgotten, a very important argument in bringing 
their case forward, which is that there is six weeks' delay in 
the coming of spring here in the District of Columbi.'l, which 
may be figured as being due to this Democratic Congress? 

l\fr. GRAHAM. It is the tariff agitation here, of course 
which did it. There can be no other adequate reason for it: 
[Laughter.] According to the logic of the protectionists, the 
two things being found together must bear the relation of 
cause and effect. [Laughter.] 

Our prosperity is due to other causes than high tariff. The 
prosperity of the farmer, when he is prosperous, is largely due 
to the quantity of fertile land· in this country adapted to the 
use of the best farming methods. The farms of the West a·rnrage 
386 acres. In France they average less than 20 acres. Our 
land in the West at least is comparatively new, and very fertile 
and if the farmer has accumulated a little wealth it is largely 
due to the fact that increasing population has added to the 
value of his land. Cheap, fertile land and plenty of it has been 
the principal cause of our great growth, ai<lecl by the profuse 
abundance of mineral wealth of every kind which the God of 
the universe, ancl not the protective tariff, placed in the bowels 
of the continent. Every condition which makes for prosperity 
in agriculture is here. Olimate, soil, variety of production, and 
facility for transportation; in short, nature .seems to have ex 
hausted herself in giving us every material ndvanta~e. 

People from Europe came here in myriads because of these 
natural advantages. They came when we had l_ow tariff, anu 
they would have come just the same if we had no tariff, and 
their coming helped to develop our great agricultural resources. 
l\fany of them livecl in tariff-ridden countries, and if protection 
is such a wizard in making prosperity, why dicl they have to 
leave the homes of their childhood to come to a strange land? 
It was not the fact of protection here that brought many of 
them, for many of them left that behind them, and many came 
when we did not have high protective tariffs. 

The fact is that no clecade in our history sliows such m:iteria 
progress as the 10 years from 1850 to 1860 under the Walker 
tariff-a purely revenue measure. 

Our national wealth during that decade increased 126 per 
cent, an increase far beyond that of any similar length of time. 

The following figures contrast that decade with the one from 
1800 to 1000, much to the disadvantage of the latter: 

Our national wealth inereased ....... _ ...... _ .. _ .. _ .. _ .... . 
Prod nets of manufactoriP.s inoreased .......... _ ....... -... . 
Capital investcu in manufacturing increased .... -.. ·-··-··· 
Railroad mileage increased ..................... ~ .......... . 

1850 to 
18GO. 

Per cent. 
126. 0 
85.1 
8!l. 4 

300.0 · 

1890 to 
1900. 

Per cent. 
36.0 
38.9 
50. 7 
19.0 

This remarkable progress, made during a decade when we had 
what protectionists, with ridiculous inconsistency, call a free­
trade tariff, is a forceful and eloquent answer to the claim 
that protection is the cause of prosperity, except, of course, in 
the sense that protection bas made favored individuals pros­
perous by affecting the distribution of wealth in such a wa:r as 
to multiply millionaires at one end of the industrial scale ancl 
paupers at the other end of it. 

The claim that protection is the cause of the high wages paid 
here is equally unfounded. 

Primarily, wages should be an equitable share of what labor 
produces. What the labor of anyone will produce depends, first, 
on the efficiency of the indi\idual and, second, on the conditions 
~md~r which the laJ:>or is J?Orf~rmed. Any comp~ris?n of wages 
m different countries, or m different communities m the same 
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country, which ignores these two fundamental conditions is 
neceE~arily, and I might almost ndd willfully, misleading. And 
yet while our protectionist friends never cease calling attention 
to tlw fact' that we pay higher wages tllan are paid in other 
countries, they ne>er once allude to either of these fundamental 
facts. They never tell that labor is more efficient here and that 
the conilitlous llerc arc more fa\orable to labor, the environment 
better than elsewhere, and yet it is largely because of these facts 
that wages are higher llcre than abroad, and because of these 
facts wages ha \C always been higher here. Whether we had 
high tariff or low tariff, wages were higher here; and if we had 
no tariff at all, wages would still be higher here because of the 
greater efficiency of the American laborer and the better condi­
tions under wltich that labor is performed. 

The position of the protectionists on this question of wages 
is singularly absurd and leads them into the most illogical posi­
tions. This is well illustrated in a speech mnue by one of my 
Republican colleagues from Illinois during the consideration of 
the Payno tariff bill and reiterated in his argument yesterday. 
Herc is a table of wages he gave showing the day wage paid in 
certain industries in this country and also in Great Britain, Ger­
many, France, and Belgium. He made tlle usual protection 
arg-.:iL1ent in connection with that table. He said : 

I du not want to live to· sec 1.lle dny when the American workingman 
will be forced by legislation to accept the low wage scale of forei;;n frec­
trade nations. If there be tllosc llcre who think th:.-.t there is no sub­
sta;;tbl difference between the wages received by our hborers and 1.he 
wages received by foreign laborers, I would respectfully in>ite their 
careful inspection of the followin~ comparison of wages in this country 
and the wages _puitl in frcc-trndc Europe : 

United Great Germany. Fr:mce. Belgium. States. Dritni.n. 

Hour. Day. Hour. Day. Hour. Day. Hour. Day. Hour., Day. 

Bricklayers. ___ .... $0. 55 $4. 40 so. 21 $1. 68 SQ.13 $1.04 !3(). 13 51. 04 so. OS I so. "' Storwcuttcrs. _ ... . . .42 3. 3G .20 1. GO .12 . 95 .14 1.12 .07 .56 
Stonemasons ...... . 4G 3. G8 .21 1. 63 .13 1. 04 .14 1.12 . 08 . CH 
IIod carriers ....... . 29 2.32 .13 1.04 . 08 . f>l . 10 .80 No data. 
Carpenters ...... _ .. .3G 2.88 . 20 1. GO .13 1. 04 .15 1. 20 . 071 .5G 
Painters ........... .35 2.80 .18 1.44 . 12 . 9ti .13 1.04 . 07 .56 
Plumbers ... - . ..... . 44 3.52 . 20 1. co .11 .88 . 15 L20 .OS . CH 
Machinists ......... . 27 2.16 . 17 1. 36 . 13 1. 04 .13 1. 04 No at:i.. 
General laborers .. _ .17 1. 3G . 10 .80 .08 • &1 .10 .80 . 051 . 40 

Not a word said about wha-t the laborer accomplished in a 
day; not a word about the conditions or environment; not n 
word about the fact that in the United States we ha\c less than 
30 persons to the square mile, while Belgium, one of the coun­
tries compared, has 622 persons to the square mile, that Ger­
many has 305 to the square mile, and that Great Britain has 347. 
How ridiculonsly absurd, to compare wages and conditions in 
two countries, when the population is 20 times as dense in one 
as in the other and competition proportionally keen. 

But let us examine this table which is supposed to prove the 
case for protection and sec what it shows. In the first two 
columns it appears that the American laborer gets about twice 
as much daily wages as the British laborer does. With the 
usual ostrich logic of protection it is assumed that that proves 
the case. Evidently there are none so blind as those who will 
not see. How Yery strange that my colleague and his protec­
tionist associates could not sec the real meaning of the figures 
he quotes. 

His statistics show that protected Germany and protected 
Franco pay bricklayers 13 cents an hour. Protected Belgium 
pays Scents an hour, and free-trade England pays hers 21 cents 
an llour. And this proportion holds good throughout his table. 
The figures show, then, that free-trade England pays almost twice 
as large n daily wage as protected France or Germany ancl 
about two and n llalf times as much as protected Belgium. .And 
this comparison is between countries where the conditions are 
nearly similar. Accoriling to my colleague's logic, the conclusion 
is ine\ituble that free trade means high wages and that protec­
tion makes low wages. Add to this the fact that German work­
men migrate to free-trade England, but no Englishmen go to pro­
tected Germany, and accorcling to protection logic, the case is 
proved. 

Of course, the truth is, as I have already said, that wages are 
regulated, primarily, by what the labor produces, modified, of 
course, by the law of competition, ancl that the law of competi­
tion is in turn modified by labor organizations, which largely 
control it. 

In Belgium, with 622 persons to the square mile, the struggle 
for existence is a. hard one, and competition is keen. In the 
United States, with only 30 persons to the square mile, the 
struggle is less hard, competition is less keen, and labor has 
more to work on ancl drnw from. 

The question of efficiency is an important element in the 
amount of wages paid, nncl the misleading nature of reference 
to the daily wage as a basis of comparison without reference to 
efficiency is well shown by the statement of Mr. J. ll. Bailey, 
of the Broderick & Bascom Wire Rope Co., of St. Louis, to the 
Ways and :Means Committee on November 28, 1908. After 
giving the daily wages of British workers, he says : 

The wages paid for similar services in the United States is doubtless 
considerably more thu.n stated above, but to compensate for this dif­
ference in wages it must be borne in mind that in England one man at­
tends to but 1 thick-wire block; in the United States 1 man attends to 
at least 4, and often 6, thick-wire blocks, while for the finer sizes, say 
Nos. 24 to 3G, there is still a greater difference. For these sizes in 
En.~land 1 man attends to 10 to 15 blocks; in the United States 1 man, 
witu the help of a boy, attends to ::;o to 50 blocks. 

From the foregoing it will appear that while the individual earnings 
of the American workman is greater than that of the English workman, 
still the cost per hundredweight in wages is greater to the English 
manufacturer l.Jccause of the greater amount of work turned out by the 
American workman, due to the greater number of machines attended to 
by the American. 

Mr. Andrew Carnegie stated before the same .committee that 
the general rule is that the llighest-paid labor produces the 
cheaper products. 

Senator G,UiLI~GER, of New Hampshire, in a speech on the 
floor of the Senate June 25, 1902, said: 

As rci;ar<ls tlle power of production, Mulllall has shown that a. farm 
hand in the United Stutes does as much as 2 in the United Kingdom, 
3 in Germany, 5 in Austria, nnd 7 in Russia. It takes 42 Europeans to 
equal one American. 

' Ancl, again, he says : 
This com1;mrison is emphasized by our coal consumption and steam 

power and finally by our products of manufacture. 

If the tariff regulated tile amount of wages, then England. 
having no tariff, would pay the lowest wage of any country, but 
the table cited by my colleague shows-what, indeed, we all 
know-that the contrary is the fact, and that England, which 
on their theory should pay the lowest, in fact pays the highest, 
and much the highest, daily wage J)::tid in any European country. 

If their theory was correct the daily wage would be the same 
wherever the same tarlff rate prevailed. 

But we Im.ow that this is not true, and tltn.t the daily wage 
differs as much in different parts of our own country as it does 
in entirely different countries. 

Carroll D. Wright, who was one of the foremost statisticians 
of his clay, estimated the cost of living in this country and the 
various countries of Europe, and he measured it, not by money, 
!Jut l>y days' enrnings. 

Ho concluded that the number of working days required to 
cover the cost of food, clothing, lighting, heating, and taxes for 
an average family are, in-

Days. 

~~~~~;~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ !ii 
Speaking generally, accorcling to this table, so far as Europe 

is concerned, the higher the ta.riff the lower the wages. But in 
spite of all this, in spite of the fact that wages were higher 
here, regardless of tariff's; in spite of the fact that wages ha\e 
double<l in England since they ubolislled tariffs ; in spite of 
reason ancl experience ; in spite of everything, the protectionist 
will raise his voice and say, "Our high protective tariff is the 
cause of our high wages." A. friend of mine insists tllat a man 
can make the most absurd statement, ancl if he will repeat it 
loud enough and often enough, after a while he will really think 
it is so. The protectionists make me think my friend is right. 
[Applause on the Democratic side.] 
It is a mo'st significant fact that in spite of the great increase 

and vast amount of our national wenltb, of the twelve mil­
lion and a half of families in the United States,. according to 
the census of 1900, five million and n half of these families 
were practically propertyless, according to the late Clln.rles B. 
Spahr, then associate editor of the Outlook. Ile estimated thae 
those five million and a half of families hnd an average of 
only $150 a :fn.mily, consisting of clothing and household goods. 
He further stated that 125,000 families owned more wealth than 
the other 12;375,000 families, jn other l\"ords 1 per cent owned 
more wealth than the other DD per cent. 

Tllis is an unhealthy condition ancl will result in mischief if 
continued. 

It was fashionable a few years ngo to denonnce those who 
calle<l attention to this condition ancl hrnnd them as disturbers, 
but that stage has been passed, thnnks to the grent independent 
press and magazines. 

How foolish to ignore this condition, and how foolish to 
denounce those who point it out anc.l em11llnsize it. 
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How foolish of the patient to abuse the physician who demon­

strates tbn.t a cancer is forming in a vital part of his body. 
How much wiser it would !Je to thank him and set about getting 
cured while there was yet time. 

But what has protection to do with this condition of con­
gested or concentrated wealth? 

Let me illustrate, and in doing so make clear the difference 
between a tariff for revenue and a tariff for protection. 

Mr. Schwab, in 1809, while he was president of the Steel 
Trust, made a statement in writing and afterwards testified 
tlrnt the statement was true. In it he said:· 

I know positively thnt England can not produce pig iron at actual 
cost for less than :fill.GO per ton, even allowing no profit on raw mate­
rials; and can not put pig iron into rails, with their most efficient 'works, 
for less than $7.50 per ton. Thie would make ralls a net cost to them of 
$10. We can sell at this price and ship abroad, so as to net us $1G at 
works !or foreign business, nearly as good as home business has been. 
What is true of rails is equally true of other steel products. As a result 
of this we are going to control the steel business of the world. 

You know we can make rails for · Jess than $12 per ton, leaving a 
nice margin on foreign business. Besides this foreign costs are going 
to increase year by year, because they have not the raw materials, 
while ours is going to decrease. The result of all this is that we will be 
able to sell our surplus abroad1 run our works full nll the time, and get 
the best practice and cost in tnis way. 

Mr. Schwab here tells us they could make steel rails in 
Pittsburg at less than $12 a ton and that the same kind of 
rails could not be made in England for less than $19 per ton. 
But while they could make steel rails at $12 per ton, and by 
selling them at $115 make 25 per cent profit, yet they actually 
sold them at $28 a ton f. o. b. at Pittsburg. Had there been 
no tarif! at nll on them, you see, few or none could come from 
England. Allow $3 per ton for getting the English rails to .the 
seaboard, loading them on the ship, paying the freight and insur­
ance charges to New York, and, without any profit whatever, 
they would have cost $22 when they reached the customhouse 
there. The duty on steel rails under the Dingley law was $7.84 
per ton, which, added to the other items, makes a total cost of 
$29.40 a ton this side the customhouse in New York. 
, If an American purchaser bought rails in England, of course 

he paid the customhouse duty or tariff of $7.84 to the collector 
of customs, and the money thus paid went into the Government 
Treasury as revenue, to be used in defraying the public ex­
penses. But the Steel Trust was perfectly aware of what the 
foreign rails would cost an American purchaser, and to prevent 
importation they fixed the price of rails at Pittsburg at $28 a 
ton, or $1.40 below the foreigner's price, even if he sold at actual 
cost. This gave the American manufacturer a profit of $16 per 
ton, or 133! per cent. 

You will notice that he did not add the whole of the taritr. 
If he did the price would have been $2D.40, and then there 
might be some importation. But by remitting $1.40 and adding 
only $6 of the tariff to his· price, he had a monopoly of the 
business. 

Now, where did the $G per ton, which the taritr law enabled 
him to add to the price, go? Did any of it go to the Govern­
ment as revenue? No indeed, not a cent. It all went into the 
treasury of the Steel Trust as bounty or protection. 

Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma. Will the gentleman permit a 
question? 

Mr. GRAHAM. My time is nearly up, but if the gentleman 
will get it extended, I will be glad to answer his question, if I 
can. 

Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma. Does the gentleman know what 
this country paid for steel rails at the time we did not make 
nny in this country? 

l\Ir. GHA!LU1. The gentleman does, and I am glad you 
asked thnt question. The gentleman knows well, but he knows 
that at that time the processes that have since been invented 
for making steel rails were practically unknown, and the 
gentleman knows that most of those processes were developed 
by Americans. [Applause.] The gentleman knows that in the 
Inst 10 years th{:!re were 650,123 patents granted in the United 
States, wllercas in England, in all time, there were only 278,000, 
and in Spnin 22,000. This shows the comparative· ingenuity of 
the peoples. 

Mr. McGUIREJ of Oklahoma. The gentleman has not an­
swercu my question. Does the gentleman know what the United 
States paid England for steel rails before we made them in 
America? 

l\Ir. GRAHAM. The gentleman said he did, and he does. 
:Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma. But has the gentleman answered 

the question? 
Mr. GRAHAM. The gentleman is glad to answer it. I con­

ceue, ns I said awhile ago, when the gentleman from Oklahoma 
probably was not here, that protection stimulates, but stimula­
tion is usually followed by prostration; and, in order to prevent 
that, when stimulation bad reached the point where the Ameri-

can manufacturer had the market to himself, he then went to 
work and organized what we now call trusts to keep the price 
up, instead of putting it down, as it was said he would do. 

Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma. Will the gentleman tell us what 
we paid England for steel rails prior to the time they were 
manufactured in America? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Just about what Englishmen had to pay for 
steel rails. Tbey were as high as $150 a ton, and the processes 
that cheapened them have been largely the result of American 
brains; and if there is any reason why the protection barons 
of this country should have the benefit of all inventions made 
by American brains, I do not know what the reason is. [AP· 
plause on the Democratic side.] 

I think when there are great inventions like Whitney's or 
Watt's, or any others, the people should have some of the benefits 
of them and not give it all to a few who are piling up millions, 
so that to-day they own a large part of the wealth of the coun­
try and have been practically running the Government, and not 
running it in the interest of the people, but in their own interest. 

Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma. Will the gentleman permit an­
other question? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes. 
Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma. I do not know whether I quite 

understood the gentleman or not; but if I did, did I under­
stand him to say that prior to the time when we made any steel 
rails in America we paid England as high as $150 a ton for 
steel rails? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Please talk faster; the clock keeps moving. 
Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma. I beg the gentleman's pardon. 

Did I understand the gentleman correctly? . 
Mr. GR.A.HAM. I really do not understand why the gentle­

man repeats his question. I thought I made it as plain as I 
could make it. 

Mr. McGUffiE of Oklahoma. Simply to see if I misunder­
stood the gentleman. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I am not responsible for the gentleman's 
untlerstanding. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma. I do not know that I misunder· 
stood the gentleman. I just want to get him to tell me. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I said very clearly that at one time rails 
cost $U50 a ton; that at that time the present processes of 
mnking steel were unknown. It was done by band, by hammer· 
ing and hQating and cooling, and there was a great deal of ex· 
pense to it which is now obviated by a very simple process. 

The Bessemer process had scarcely been in vogue till 1870. 
The price in England was then $50 a ton. In 1873 the prices 
there went down to $36. By 1877 the price was $30 and the 
duty $28. The price here at that time ranged from $G'l to $67. 

Mr. YOUNG of Michigan. Will the gentleman answer a ques­
tion? 

1\Ir. GRAHA.1\f. I will if I can. 
Mr. YOUNG of Michigan. At the time we were buying steel 

rails for $165 a ton, were not those rails made by the Bessemer 
process? 

Mr. GRAHAM. They were not. 
Mr. YOUNG of Michigan. I think the gentleman is mistaken. 

I would like to ask the gentleman further, if all tbe rails made 
in this country up to about 12 years ago were not ·made under 
that same Bessemer process? 

Mr. GRAIIA..M. They were made under such processes as en· 
abled the Steel Trust to make them for less than $12 a ton, 
when England could net make them for less thnn $10 a ton. 
But the Steel Trust sold them for $28 a ton, thus making a profit 
of 133 per cent. That is merely an illustration. Everjr pro­
tected article is like steel rails, differing only in degree and not 
in principle, and in that way protection has been gathering 
wealth from the producers of this counh·y until now 1 per cent 
of the American people owns more than the other 99 per cent. 

Mr. YOUNG of Michigan. The gentleman from Illinois hns 
referred to the testimony of Charles M. Schwab. Did the gentle­
man read that portion of Mr. Schwab's letter in which he said 
that the statement as to the price for which rails could be mnde 
in Pittsburg was written for the purpose of sel1ing the property 
of the Carnegie Co., and if people kept that in mind they could 
place a better value on it? 

Mr. GRAHAM. The gentleman from Illinois did read that 
in his testimony, but not in the letter, and tlle gentleman read 
further; he read where Mr. Burke Cockran asked Mm the spe­
cific question, if the facts stated in the letter were not true, and 
Mr. Schwab said that tlley were true. 

Mr. YOUNG of Michigan. In a way. 
Mr. GRAHAM. He said it absolutely. He snid it is entirely 

true. I would be delighted to read the whole pages upon which 
that matter appears, had I the time. [Applause on the Demo· 
cratic side.] 
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Tll CHAffiMA.N (Mr. Sn.rs). The time of the gentleman 
from Illinois has ::q;ain expired. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yielcl to the gentleman fiTe minutes 
more. 

Mr. GRAHAJf. For tbe year 1900 there were l,6SS,TI5 tons 
of steel rails used in the United States. Six uollars per ton on 
that amount made $10,132,750, a nice little gift, which tlle pro­
tecUrn tariff laws ~ompelled the American people to give to the 
manufacturers on steel rails alone. In 1903 twice as many mils 
were used, and the gift was over $20,000,000 tha.t year. And 
as the protective tariff works on steel rails so it works on every 
other line, the difference being only in degree. When it is nn 
ideal protective measure, and shuts out imports alto~ethcr, it 
diverts all the tariff graft into the m:mufacturers' poc1:ct8. 
When not ideally protective some things nre importc<l and some 
revenue is obtained for the Go>ernmcnt. A perfect protection 
measure would yield no revenue. 

It becomes an interestin~ question how our tnriff thus divicles 
the money taken from the pcoplc--that is, how much of the 
ta.riff goes to the Government as reyenue and how much to the 
vrotected interests as tribute or graft? I haYe seen many esti­
mates, and the weight of the e idence is, I think, that for every 
dollar tho Dingley t:lrift put in the Treasury as revenue it put 
from $5 t-0 $8 in the treasuries of the protected manufacturers 
as tribute. 

I h::rrn neyer been able to persuade rnygelf that such a law is 
a proper ex:ercii.c of the Government's taxing power. I deny its 
right to take from the pockets of some citir..ens their hard­
eurncd dollars to put them into the pockets of other cltizen.<i. 
As tho Goyernmcnt has been colJecting over ~300,000,000 a year 
reYenue from customhouse taxation, and as at least fi"Ve times 
as much is collected from the people each year for tribute to the 
manufacturers, and as this has IJcen going on for 40 years it 
becomes apparent why there ii such concentration of y;calth a.s 
I ha Ye already adverted to. 

With annual tribute paid by the American people of from 
10 to 20 millions on steel rails alone, it is little wonder that the 
24 directors of the Steel Trust represent one-twelfth of the 
country's entire wealth. 

How long, 0 Lord, how long ! 
Not the least of the objections to this system of public robbery 

under the forms of law is the fact that it is dishonest and im­
moral, in that the law authorizes the manufacturer to collect 
money from the people for his individual benefit and under the 
protection of the tn.xing porrer. It is like authorizing the 
grocer, by law, to put sand in tne sugar or authorizing the 
butcher to weigh his hand with the meat; and the protection 
idea, the idea that he is getting the advantage, that the law 
enables him through protection to get something for nothing 
ilit sapping the foundation of public morals and of public hon­
esty. 

But, as I see it, the greatest evil is the danger to repub­
lican form of goyernment. We can not safely ignore the lessons 
of history, and one of them surely iS that wealth is power, and 
those who control the wealth of a country will control its gov­
ernment ancl its destinies. 

When we consider that one out of each hundred of our people 
own over half the country's wealth, and that the ownership of 
that balf, through banks, trust companies, insurance companies, 
and otherwise makes them the custodians of much of the re­
mainder, which is almost as useful to them as the ownership of 
it, the danger becomes more apparent. And rrc should consider, 
too, that many of the l'ery rich seem to be getting tired of a 
republican form of government and are willing, if not anxious, 
to use their yast wealth for the purpose of purchasing titled 
sons-in-law and arranging matters so that our children an<l 
grandchildren will have to produce dividends or rent to be sent 
abroad to maintain the titled descendants of these modern Tories 
in afiluent dissipation. 

While protection is not the sole cause of these evils, it ·is the 
most far-reaching and the most prolific one, and little progress 
can be made in other directions so long as the law permits n 
favored few to thus exploit the people. This bill is therefore 
in the right direction, is well worthy of support, and ought to 
pass. [.Applause on the Democratic side.) 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 25 minutes to the 
gentlemnn from l\fissouri [Mr. IlunEY]. 

Mr. RUBEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman from 
.Alabnmn for the courtesy he has extended to me. A new Mem­
ber on this floor, it would ill become me to consume much of the 
time allotted to this side of the Hall in the discussion of this 
important question. I want to promise the House here now that 
whatever of merit or demerit my speech may contain, it will at 
least possess one quality which rrill commend itself to you, and 
that will be its brevity. 

Wilen I came here and looked around me, it occurred to me 
that this House might be likened unto a great school. It 
seemctl to me, as I noticed the difference in the cxpe-riencc and 
the kno"\Tleclge of the Members of this body, that there might 
be found here those "\Tho are freshmen, sophomores, juniors, 
and seniors in this great school Indeed, 1\'.Ir. Chairman, it 
occurred to me that there are those who by reason of their 
great experience and their many years of distinguished service 
in this body may well be denoted post graduates in this insti­
tution. 

I thought when I came that I rrould enter as a freshman. 
But a few qays ago as I listened to the speech of the gentlem.au 
from Illinois, the e:x:-Speaker of the House., anu when he brought 
fortll his map nnd talked to us about the geography of Oann.da. 
and delivered to us what he was pleased to term a kindergarten 
lecture, I became convinced that I had overlooked one depart­
ment in this body, and I "TI"US forced to conclude that the eighty· 
odd new Members would be considered as belongin~ to th{\ 
kindergarten. [L:rnghter and applause.] 

Be that as it may, Mr. Chairman, I am: satisfied that experi­
ence in this body does ::md should play an important part. All 
the new Members hav~ received at the hands of the old Members 
many courtesies which we appreciate. I have listened at• 
tentively to the debates on this and other measures. Indeed, it 
might be said that the new Members of this body have been 
notc<l for their careful, candid, and interested attention to these 
debates. And let me express the hope that we may continue 
so to do, even shoulcl the fortunes of future elections allow us to 
become old Members of this great body. 

Mr. Chairman, I come from nn agricultural district. Within 
the limits of my district the largest town contains less than 
2,500 inhabitants. My people are rui agricultural peop1e. I 
•oted for the reciprocity l>ill. I voted for it, first, upon the 
broad ground that its passage would IJe beneficial to the entire 
country, from on~ end of it to the other, and that between two 
countries such as the United States and Canada there ought to 
be no artificial tariff walL ' 

I voted for it, in the second place, because I believe it is to 
the interest of the agricultural people of this country to have 
no tariff between Canada and the United States. [Applause on 
the Democratic side.] When the statistics are carefully exam­
ined, and when it is seen that the balance of trade between this 
country and Canada is in our favor, I can sec no disad·rnntage; 
on the contrary, I see great advantage to our agricultural people 
in getting rid of tllat tariff wall. [.A.1.)plause on the Democratic 
sicle.] 

l\Ir. Chairman, I have here some .figures in reference to this 
matter, which I shall not take the time now to read, but will 
incorporate in my printed remarks. They arc figures that haye 
been used before on this floor by other -speakers, but they show 
conclusiyely that the balance of trade between the two coun­
tries is in favor of the United States. 

The Government statistics show that in five years ending 
June 30-
-W-e sold in Canada---------------------------~-- $880,417,37G 
Canada sold to us---------------------------------- 3V3,013,073 

Difference in our !avor ___________ .__________ 4D!.?, 503, 703 

These Government statistics further show that in tbe same 
five years-
Horscs : 

\Ve sold in Can.'.l.da------------------------------ $14,172,07u 
Canada sold to us------------------------------- 2,540,201 

Difference in our favor--------------------- 11, G22, 874 

Cattle: 
~e sold in Canada--------------------~~-------- l,G78, 170 
Canada. sold to ns-------------------------- 1, 103, 7DG 

Difference in our favor--------------------- 384, :;g3 

Meat and dairy products: 
\Ve sold in Canada------------------------------ 17,011,017 
Canada. sold to US------------------~----------- 004, 1n1 

Difference in our favor_____________________ lG, 10n, 820 

Ilrcndstuffs : 
'Ve sold in Canadn------------------------------ 31,f!9G,G50 
Canada sold to US------------~---------------- 0,070,884 

Difference 1n our favor-------------------- 2.l, OlG, G72 
Of the foregolng items we sold to Canada $53,030,755 more 

than Canada sold to ns. 
I yoted for the reciprocity bill for another ren.son, and that 

wn.s th.at I h-new full well that just as soon as it rras i1a:::scd 
there would come right along after it this measure which "·c 
are now considering, the companion !Jill-if you please, 1.lle 
farmers' bill-which, far more th.an the reciprocity measure, 
relieves the burdens upon the people of our country [applause 
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on the Democrntic side], and especially upon that great army side] and to carry the elections in this country. I do not be­
of producers, the American farmers, whom, more than anyone licve that it will close a factory. I do believe tllat it will pos­
else, I ll::n·e the llonor to represent upon this fioor. sibly reduce the income of some of the millionaire owners of 

I. am strongly in favor of the passage of the pending bill. factories, but it will not close a single factory, and it ought not 
It will benefit my people. I am one of those that believes a reduce the wage of a single laborer therein. I have listened 
Member of this body Ehould legislate for nll the people he with some surprise, Mr. Clmirman, to the speeches made on the 
represents without regard to their political affiliations, and other side. I have· lleard Republican speeches as made out in 
tllis is one bill that will benefit mery man, woman, and child my part of the country, but I did not know you had the same 
within my district. T:llis bill puts upon the free list practically kind of speeches here that we llad out there. I looked for tho 

>cry article used by the farmer in the production of his crop speeches llere to be upon a higher and a different plane from 
and in the equipment of bis farin. It benefits every farmer in wlmt we found them out in the campaigns. More speeches 
c>ery nook and corner of this Republic. It places upon the were m:ule in my district by the opposition than ever before in 
free list the plow nnd the harrow used upon the hillside und the history of our district, and every one of them talked about 
in the \alley, the cultivator and the planter used upon our the hurcl. times of the Clevel:lnd administration. 
broad; extended prairie land, the harvester and the lleader I am surprised when I hear gentlemen on the other side make 
use<l in the West and in the great Northwest, the cotton gin these same olcl speeches. Wlly, Mr. Chairman, if, perchance, we 
ancl everythlng used in cultivating and caring for the cotton shoulcl. be cl.iscnssing the tariff 20 years from now, and some­
in the Southland, the wagons and the harness used everywhere, body should introduce a bill to reduce the tariff upon some 
the wire fencing used to inclose the farm land, and the lumber manufactured article, those upon the other side, the higll pro­
with which to build the homes and th~ barns and the granaries. tecticnists, would make great speeches about the hard times 
It even goes further ,:than that. It is broader than that. It of Grover Cleveland's administratio~ [Applaru;e on the Demo­
places upon the free list the bread and tlle meat and the b?ots cratic side.] Even further · than that, Mr. Chairman, I CA-pect 
and the shoes that are so absolutely necessary to the working- that on the last great day, the judgment day, when Old Gabriel 
men of thi~ country, wh:ther they work upon the !arm, 'Yhether gets ready to sound the trumpet to bring the dead to life, some 
they work rn the mines, rn the factory, .upon our .great railroads, protectionist, if he happens to be near .enough, will rise up and 
or I care. not where. '!he very ~·ending of_ th;s measure, _the I say, "l\:lr. Gabriel, just llold on a minute before you toot that 
en.um.eration of ~he articles con tamed tllerem. is, .to my mmd, horn; I want to say just a few words about Grover Cleveland's 
sufficient to convmce any reasonable D'.Ulil that it will be a great administration." [Applause on the Democratic side.] Why, 
benefit to all the peop. le and ought to become a law. I shall 

1 

they talk to us about closing the factories. It has been demon­
not read it, but will incorporate in my printed remarks the stratcd on this floor that the manufacturer of farm machinery 
items which it places upon the free list. . takes his products abroad ancl sells them tllere cheaper than 

This bill places upon the free list the following articles: he sells them to the people here at llome. Talk about the boot 
Plows, tooth and disk harrows, lieaders, hnrvestc!s, reapers, a~i- and shoe factories; they arc exporters, they sell their prod­

cultural drills and plru;iters, mowers, horsernkes, cultivators, threshrng ucts in foreign lands. And ri,,.ht here while I am discussing 
machines and cotton gms fn.rm wo.gons and farm carts, 11.nd all other . 0 

• ' • 

agricultural implements of any kind and description, whe.ther specifically l>o?t nncl. shoe fn.ctor1es, let ':Ile say t!11s . Two yen rs ag~, when 
mentioned herein or not, whether in whole or in parts, mcluding repair this sn.me question was berng cons1dcrcu, representatives of . 
parts, th d 11 . il ,. b i t . ls boot and shoe factories came before the Senate committee and 

Bagging for cotton, gunny clo , an a sim ar .. a r cs, ma erm , th H •tt 1 "cl th t tl fr h"d "Wh " 
or coverings, suitable for covering and baling cotton, composed in whole e O\lSe ,c?mml e? nnr sa1 . ey wri.n C ee ; es. ¥• 
or in po.rt of jute, jute butts, hemp, flax, seg, Russian seg, New Zealand I they said, 'if you give us free Wdes, we can do w1tllout a tariff, 
tow, Norwegian t~w. aloe, mill w:iste, cottoi;i tares, or any other mate-

1 

but we would like to keep that on for the name of the thing; 
rials or fibers smto.ble for covermg cotton' nnd burlaps and bags .or but we can clo without it .Auel if you will give us free hides 
sacks composed wholly or in part of jute or burlaps or other mo.term! . . · ...,- r: • .: 
suitable for bagging or sacking agricultural producte. we will reduce ~c pn~e o~ shoes from ..... <) to .uO cents a pair: 

Hoop or band iron, or hoop or band steel, cut to .lengths, punched. or I The Payne-Aldrich tariff bill was passed n.nd it gave them free 
not punched, or wholly or partly manufactured mto h 0 <?P8 or t;ies, I hides· it "ave them a 10 per cent ta.riff· l>ut instead of shoes 
coated or not coated with paint or any other preparation, with or with- I . ' b • • ... ' • 
out buckles or fastenings, for ballng cotton or any other commodity; bemg decreased 1n price from 2o to GO cents a pair they have 
and wire for baling hay, straw, and other agricultural products. been increased in price from 25 to W cents a pair. 

Grain, buff, split, rough ancl sole leather, band, bend, or belting B th " •t -11 . d 0 t · f -
leather boots nnd shoes made wholly or in chief value of leather made ut ey ... ay I WI re uce wages. u in my part o the 
from cattle hides and cattle skins of whatever weight, of cattle of the country a grent railroad system l.las for two or three months 
bovine spe~les, including calfskins .i. ::md hnrness, saddles, and ~clle:y. been trying to get llold of n president. They lla vc offerctl 
in sets or m parts, finished or unnnished, composed wholly or m chief h . b t t ,_,, . 1. • 
value of leather; and leather cut into shoe uppers or vamps or other t e JO o wo or Llirec hlgil-grade men, but the JOb has been 
forms suitable for conversion into manufactured articles. refused, presumably because they were nlrcncly getting a 

Barbed fence wire, v;:ire rod~, wire strands or wire rope, w.i}"e woven large salary. Salaries haye been offered to tllose men gre:iter 
<>r ~anufa.ctured for wire fencing, and other kinds of wire smtable for than the snlnry paid to the President of the United States fcncmg, including wire staples. ' ' ' , 

Beef, veal, mutton, lamb, pork, and meats of all kinds, fresh, salte<l, nncl yet that same railroad and many others, when ·we had 
pickled, dried, smoked, dressed or undr.essed, prepared or preserved in the Ile-pnblican panic of 1907 and it been.me necessary to 
any manner; bacon, hams, shoulders, lard, lard compounds and lard . ,_ . . ,_ d" ~,_ ,.., · ,.., t1 • 
substitutes ; and sausage and so.usage meats. economize, uegan ccon.omizm~ uy _ ISWJ.nrbrn:; J..le _men who 

Buckwheat flour, corn meal, wheat flour and semolina, rye flour, bran, worked upon the section for $1.2u u clay. .i..fy fnends, the 
middlings, and other ofl"als of gr.a.in, oa.tmca.1 ancl rolled oats, and all trouble in this country with our co11)orntions is tllis tha.t 
prepared cereal foods; :mcl biseruts, bread, wafers, and similar articles henc""nr· perchance it uccomcs nccesi;:ary to economize' they 
not sweetened. · . · W • ~' • L • • ~ 

Timber, hewn, sided, or squared, round timber used for spars or in begin at the wrong entl of the line. [App1n.use OLP the Demo­
buildlng wharves, shingles, laths, fencing posts, so.wed boards, planks, crnt.ic side.] Instea<l of discharging or reducing the rn1:1.rie:o:; of 
deals, and otller lumber, rough ?r dressed, except boards, planks, d~als, the O\erpaid officials ::tt the top they bcnfa at tbe other end of 
and other lumber, of H_gnum-v1tre, Inncewood, ebony, box, grn.nad1ll.a, . . • . • . ;,, 
mahogany, rosewood, satmwood, and all other cabinet woods. the lme by d1schargmg the ln.bormg men down nt the bottom. 

Sewing machines, and all parts thereof. We witnessscd in this House the other uny u rather rem:ulrnb1e 
Salt, whether in bulk or in bags, sacks, barrels, or other packages. occurrence. .A. bill pas~d this House by a unanimous \Ok, not 
I can not, Mr. Chairman, in the limited time at my disposal a single, solitary vote agninst it. A few dnys later we were <1is-

enter into n detailed discussion of tllis measure. I lln\e lis- cussing tbe reciprocity measure. Tbose upoa tlle other <-idc 
tened carefully to the arguments presented against it by those were di\idcU.; a majority of t hem >otell ag:iin~t tlle bill :md 
upon the other side of the ' Hall who oppose it, but I hnye lis- talked against it. .1. minority of Hiem Y01.c<l and tall•c:l i!J 
tened in vain for n single substantial reason why it shoulcl. not favor of tlle reciprocity, hut whether tl!ey were for it or wllC'tllcr 
pass. · tlley were ngainst it, they were unitccl in tllat they were t:l.lking 

The opposition llas been one of criticism and technicality. nnd speaking of their clm-otion aml their love for the h'Teat 
Some oppose this men.sure because it is too broad ancl opens too .American farmer. So I thought to myself ns I listened to the 
wide the door of trade. Some oppose it because, perchance, it discussion, tllis House is going to repc:it itself; this Honse is 
is too narrow and does not plnce upon the free list some things going ngniu to be un:mimous ; the minority of the minori ty is 
"ITllich in their opinion should be tllere. Still otherg opvose it going to unite with the majority of the minority, ancl to6ethcr 
for purely technical reasons, because its phrascoloizy or grnm- they are going to J)re:;cnt u solid front ancl stnnd by 1.hc f;rcut 
rnnticnl construction or something of thnt kind is not just right. nrnrncratic 1~1njority, they arc going to >ote unanimously wllen 
The argument most fTcquontly rcsortcll to by tllose npon the the Lill comes up to give tllc farmers a free-list bill. But, my 
other side has been tlrnt the passage of this mensnre wonld fr!enes, I w:.is mistnken, I wns deceived. They talk for the 
close factories nncl reduce wages. I wnut to sny llerc, l\Ir. farmer, but they nrc not willing to vote for tile farmer. [AP· 
Cllairmnu that is nu old, old cry. It llas come down to us vlnuse on the Democratic side.] Tlle >cry ones, some of them 
through ~any years. It has been used not only to frigllten tlle who opposed the reciprocity bill, and ga\e ::ts their reasons for 
Congress of the United States, but it lln.s been used upon elcc- it that it would lJe <letrimentnl to the farmer, ha\e in the con­
tion day to intimidate the voter [apvlause on the Democratic sidemtion of this bill been most bitter in their opposition to it. 
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I know a farmer, away out yonder in the central part of this 
great country; he dwells in a little valley in the Ozark Moun­
tains of south l\Iissouri, among as good a people as God ever 
let live upon this earth. [Applause.] He came there when a 
boy. At the breaking out of the Civil War he entered the Army 
and gave four of the best years of his life to the service of 
his country. After the war was over he came back home, mar­
ried, entered a piece of land, and settled down upon the little 
farm where he lives to-day. Years came and went. Many 
chilclren came to bless that little home, trials and hardships 
came upon him, but he shirked not. By dint of hard and hon­
est toil from early motn until late at night, day in and day out, 
he was ennbled to provide for that growing family . . 

One by one as those boys and girls grew to manhood and 
womanhood they left that old home. Two or three of them 
located on farms in the near-by neighborhood, but a larger 
nu111ber of them, lured by the dazzling splendor of the great 
city, are now eking out a small subsistence in factories, in ma­
chine shops, and behind the connters in the great department 
stores. 'Way back yonder in old ::\IissoU:ri, on that homestead, 
the father and mother live to-day. Now, here is what I want 
to emphasize: Every year of his life that farmer has gone to 
the county seat, he has hunted up the county collector, and paid 
to him his taxes, State, county, and . school, out of his hard­
earned sa·vings. Every year of his life he has disposed of the 
products of his farm and has therewith purchased the neces­
saries of life. During all those years every time he purchased 
au imported article upon which a tariff duty was levied, and 
those articles were few in number, he paicl a tax for the support 
of his Government. And during all those years every time he 
purchased a home-manufactured article, upon which a protec­
tive tariff duty '\\US levied, and those articles were many, he 
paid a tax to the manufacturing interests of this land. The 
tax which he paid to his State and to his county and to his 
school and to his Nation 'vas just and right, but the tax which 
he has been compelled et"ery year to pay to the manufacturing 
industries of this counlTy is wrong, is unjust, and ought not to 
be. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

You gentlemen upon tlie other side promised to reduce these 
burdens. Y-ou promised it when you wrote your platform in 
1908 at Chicago. You have not done it. Arc you going to do it 
now? The farmer, Mr. Chairman, that I have mentioned here, 
is but a type. The life story of that former is but the life story 
of millions of farmers throughout this land. Honest, upright, 
and patriotic, they are the bone, the sinew, the highest type of 
American manhood. [Applause.] 

My predecessor occupied a seat upon the other si<le of this 
Hall in the· last Congress. I have the honor in the present Con­
gress to occupy a seat upon this side of the Hall. [Applause on 
the Democratic side.] He was a member of the ;majority in 
the last Congress. I am a member of the majority in this Con­
gress. [Applause on the Democratic side.] nut, oh, Mr. Chair­
man, what a difference between that majority and this ma­
jority, as evidenced by what we baYe already done and by the 
measures that we have already passed, and a difference which 
wi11 become more and more manifest as the days an<l weeks 
go by. 

I listened to the speech of the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[i\fr. LENROOT], and I agreed with him in one thing, although I 
could not a~ree with him in the main part of his argument. He 
stated that if bis party had !Jeen true to its pledges that we 
upon this side of the House would be in the minority instead of 
in the majority. l\Iy opponent, as I said a moment ago, was on 
the other side. He was a stand-pat Ilcpublican. Ile violatccl his 
party's pledge; he voted for the Payne-Aldrich tariff bill. If 
he bad acted with the gentleman from Wisconsin and a few 
others on his side of the House two years ago, and stood by his 
party platform, possibly things might !Je re-versed between my 
l:ltc opponent and myself. 

Tlle CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield five minutes more to the gentle­

man. 
l\fr. RUBEY. Mr. Chairman, it has been said, and truly said, 

that this Government is a government by parties. When the as­
semhlecl representatives of a party meet and formulate its plat­
form, that platform becomes ll;. solemn and sacred agreement 
between the party and the people that support that party. [Ap· 
plaurn on the Democratic side.] And he who receives the nomi­
nation upon that platform does so knowing full well the contents 
of it, and if elected he should do everything in his power to 
carry into effe.ct the policies and the pledges of his party. 

We are to-day making history. This is a history-making Con­
gress. 

Already we have done some things which, though almost revo­
lutionary in their nature, have been done with such a spirit of 

peace and unanimity on the part of the party that did them as 
to be almost phenomenal. When our caucus met-the Demo­
cratic caucus-and nominated ,its Speaker, I believe for the first 
time in the history of this country we witnessed the nomination 
of a man to that position, to serve his first term, by the unani­
mous vote of his party. That fact in itself shows that he stands 
high in the esteem and admiration of his party. [Applause on 
the Democratic side.] 

We admire him, we honor him, we believe that he is capable 
of fulfilling the duties of that high office, no matter what its 
duties may be now, may have been in the past, or may be in 
the future. He is just as able to carry them out as any man 
who has ever occupied that position. [Applause on the Demo­
cratic side. ! 

Ye( notwithstanding our love for and our confidence in him, 
believing that the selection of committees should rest with the 
body itself and not with the Speaker, the first thing we did was 
to place tlleir selection with the House itself, and that has been 
hailed by the people of this country as one of the greatest steps 
we haYe ever taken for the advancement of representative gov­
ernment here. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Then, Mr. Chairman, when this House convened in special ses­
sion it went to work, it got right down to business, and has been 
busy ever since. The first thing we did was to eliminate about 
a hundred useless jobs and thereby save to the people something 
like $182,000 annually. Then we took up and passed the resolu­
tion vroviding for the election of United States Senators by a 
direct vote of the people. We then passed the reciprocity bill. 
We passed the measure reapportioning Representatives to the 
several States. Then we took up the present bill. For 50 years 
Congress after Congress has convened and in the writing of 
tariff legislation they have passed laws in the interest of the 
manufacturers of this country. 

Mr. CLINE. And we passed the campaign expenses bill. 
Mr. RUilEY. Yes; as the gentleman says, we passed the bill 

requiring the publication of campaign contributions before as 
well as after elections, and· on that occasion we witnessed the 
rernarlrnble occurrence of every man present voting in its favor. 

As I said before, the Congresses have heretofore legislated in 
fayor of the manufacturer and the special interests. We are 
now considering a bill tbn t is not for the benefit of the special 
interests in this country, but for the benefit of the great masses 
of the people. We are going to pass this bill, and when we 
have done so we will take up another bill of benefit to the 
pcop1e and pass it, and so, one by one, we are going to pass 
those I)Jeasures which the people arc demanding ancl which are 
of interost to the peop1e all over the country. [Applause on the 
Democratic side.] And when the gavel falls at the close of 
the Sixty-second Congress this side of the House, the Demo­
cratic side,· will have redeemed every pleu"e thnt it has m11de 
to the American people. [Prolonged applause on the Demo­
cratic side.] 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairmnn, I yiel<l 45 minutes to the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. HELM]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kentucky is recog­
nizccl for 45 minutes. 

l\Ir. HELl\I. l\Ir. Chairman, I learned my tariff creed from 
those patron saints of Kentuch.-y Democracy, neck, Carlisle, nud 
Breckinridge, whose memory is still revered and cherished and 
in whose footsteps the younger generation deliglit to follow, as 
well as from those o1cl Democratic masters of the tariff school 
of 'Vatterson, Blackburn, and McCreary, men who hnT'e sllNl 
luster and renown upon our State and arc now lenders in the 
councils of our Nation. 

'l'he star-eyed goddess of tariff reform, once more in the as­
cendency, has her abode and abiding place in Kentucky. [Ap­
plause.] As the result of the teachings of these old masters to 
whom I referred, the people of my State understand the worl<:­
ings and the operations of the tariff. They know that as tlle 
result of legislation placed upon the books by a more powerful 
political party unhallowed tribute has been wrung from them. 
Tiley know that by unjust and unequal laws you of the North 
have gathered tainted wealth from them. They know ·that the 
tariff has not added a single dollar in value to any one of their 
staple products that support them. They know that their l)rod­
ucts are part of the basis of the surplus that goes into the mnr­
kets of the world, and thnt the price has always been fixecl 
there. They know that with the rarest exceptions the tariff 
does not increase the cost of any article when the exports of 
that article largely exceed the imports of the same. They know 
that whenever the price is increased by the tariff, the consumer 
aud not the foreign importer pays the tax. They know that 
the tariff incubates monopoly and shelter trusts; that the freight 
rate often overbalances the apparent effect of the tariff; and 
that a prohibitive tariff brings no r evenue to the Government, 
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but docs n ugment the bank accounts of · the beneficiaries of the 
tariff; tbnt a feast is prefernble to n famine; that the truth is 
more powerful and enduring than falsehood; tllat intelligence 
is far better and m01;e desirable tb:m ignornuce. 

'!'hose fondnmentaL basic ·11roposHi011s Im.Ye been unclerstoo<l 
by the people of.my State since a tirue when the memory of man 
runs not to the contrnry. 

TIIE SURPLUS 1''I.XES THE PRICE. 

The statement has been made on this :floor that the place 
where the greatest quantity of a product is sold fixes the price 
of that i1roduct. I deny the proposition ; and no one can say, rtnd 
say it truthfully, i:bat the surplus of all the wheat produced by 
n.11 tllc wheat-raising counti-ies-I haYe se1e('.tcc.l that, becuuse 
around that item this fight has beeri wagcd-tlrn.t the surplus o! 
all the wheat-producing countries in the world does not exceed 
the survlus sold by any one wheat-vroclucing country in the 
world. The official statistics show tllat the world's product o! 
wheat last year amoun tcd to 3,667 ,494,000 bushels ; that thew hen t­
raising countries of the world exported in 1908-the figures 
for that year being the latest that I could obtain--468,561.011 
bushels, and the same year 24,469,94.0 barrels 01' flour. Esti­
mating 5 bushels of wheat to the barrel of flour, we haven total 
suri)lns of wheat amounting to 59-0,900,711 bushels. It the price 
of wheat is not fixed by the surplus, how is it that in tllose 
countries; e-ven in those localities where consumption exceeds 
production, the price of wheat does not exceed the price of 
wheat in those places where production <lees exceed consumpt ion? 

All of the counties in the district that I reprci3ent nre Vi·he.at­
growing counties. In some of theru the consumption exceeds 
the production. In some of them the production exceeds the 
consumption. Yet the price in each of them or in all o! them is 
the market price paid in the business centers, less the freight 
from the shipping point to the busineEs ct!Ilters. 

l\Iuch hns 1Jeen saill here on the tloor ubouL the vast areit of 
Canada that is capable of 11roducing 'vhcat, aucl that the title 
of immigraLion is rushiug into that portion of Canada. Ad­
mitting all that has been said to be true, what arc you going to 
do au.out it? How can you stop the den~loprnent? The peop1e 
are going to these lands, and the increasing surplus that Can­
ada proc.lnces will simply be augmenttel 1Jy the increased area 
nnd the increased production. You Iw.Ye to meet the surplus o! 
Canada in the markets of the worlcl. now, whether this reci­
procity bi11 passes or not, and you will simply have to meet 
that increasing surplus in the markets of the woTlcl . 

That this increased surplus may tend to lower tho price o! 
wheat I aclruit, unless consumption kecvs pace with it. 

The reports that arc being r ecei\ed bcs11e:-i.k a most bom1tiful 
crop for this year. No farmer should be alarmed if the i1rice 
of wheat should fall, for with the prosvects of a greater yielcl. 
as a matter of course, the price would have a tendency to lower. 

Year by year the Republican Party is filching Democratic 
, doctrines. Behold at this belated day the Ilepublican President 
of the United States, either converted to the true doctriue und 
faith or else unwilling longer to decein~ the American people 
as to the working of the tariff. In his speech before the gen­
eral assembly at Spring.fiel~ Ill., on Fobruary 11, he, in part, 
said : 

There is n difference of 10 or more cents a l>uRbel on wheat nnc1 other 
cereals between the markets in Winnipeg and Minneapolis, and this dif­
ference is fully explafoed by the luck of transportation c.ncl elevator 
facilities und l>y the greater difficulty thut the Cana<llan farmer now 
hns in point of economic carriage from the Northwest to Liverpool, 
where the sale of this surplus and the price of wheat is fixed for the 
world. To let the wheat of tile Northwest go down to Minneapolis and 
Chicago will steady the price or wheat, will prevent its fluctuation, 
will make speculations more difficult, and will furnish us greater insur­
ance against the short crop and higher prices. Ilut that it will in the 
end or substantially reduce the price of wheat. which is fixed for the 
world at Liverpool, no one familiar with conditions can assert. 

In the practice of law I was always 1J€tter pleased to m:ake 
out my case with the other fellow's witnesses, anu I have de­
voted some portion of this adclre.ss to sucll high authorities in 
fue "Republican Party as the President nnd to Republicans of 
such high renown as our Secretary of Agriculture, :who spikeu 
the guns of the Republican teachers of the false . doctrine th:-i.t 
the tariff is of !lllY benefit to the farmer when he stated in his 
open letter to the legislative committee of the National Grange 
February 9, 1911, that the price of wheat raised in the United 
S tn tcs was fixed in Liverpool, and said : · 

The united States prouuces surplus wheat above domestic require­
ment~. and this surplus production is sold in foreign countries. The 
price 'of our cxpNt surplus is go>crned by the world's requirement. being 
retinlated by the law of snpply and demand. The price of wheat in 
the United States while we are exporting is go>erned l>y the price at 
whic!1 the surplus is sold, as a general proposition. Occasionally wheat 
corners may interfere witll the law of supply and demand and tempo­

.rarily affect the price. 

- The Repnblicnn Select Committee on Wages nnd Colllillcdities, 
authorized and directed to ascertain and report on tlle c:rnsc 
of extreme lligh cost of liTing, exonerated the tariff by sayi:ng : 
It-

The tariff-
doc:-; not increase the price of food production, been.use the cost is fixecl 
in the markets of tbe world. 

Uore than lrn lf the RepubUcan membership in this House 
hn ':e !Jeeu co11vcrted to this position. and. have procl:liruetl this 
olcl Democratic law of trade. How long will you, 0 protect.Lon­
i ·ts, cont inue to abuse tbe patience and confidence of the . 
former? [Applause on the Democratic side.] The people llave 
rlriH•u the Republican majority ill this House from the floor, 
and the defeuclcrs of the high protecti\e tariff lrnve been driven 
from the floor in this debate: Slowly but surely the Republican 
Purty is being driven from vower :rncl its untenable position. 
Formerly your purty slogan \YUS protection for " infant irnlus­
h·ies." '.rhis plen is n ow ol>solete, it has faded :1\Yay from your 
platforms. Tiley dare not llefend it in ·the face of the gigantic 
trust tlmt it bas eugenuerc<l; it is worth any TICimblic::m's life 
politically to do so. [Avplnuse on the Democratic sicle.] 

Your Revublican Pre~irlent dld not dare to i;rocJairu this in 
tlle speech referred to before the General Assembly of Illil.Wi3 
at Springfiel<L On the contrary he said : 

There was n time when Repnblicun leaders fuo'Jg-llt tberc was no 
c"!an;;cr in having the t:i.r il'l' liig.her than necessar.v Jo protect any 
industry. It was thought that if tile country was nnt:e to depend 
upon manufactures behind the t ril'l' wall, tbe eompcti tion between 
the manufactu rers would i:tirnulat~ the reduction in llc cost of pro­
ducti on, and thus rcdncc tl~c pr ice. but the temptation to comuine 
by wbich the price could be controlled, and thus U1e excessive tariff 
t:ll.:c:i :idvantage or. led to a modL'.ication of the protection theory, :i.nd 
to n declaration th:i.t ttJ.C protection of any i11dustry ought not to 
exceed in thP. tat:.ifr impose(] more than the dH!ercn ce in the cost of 
production abroad, the cost or production here, and enough to give a 
fair profit to the tlomestic prodacer or manufacturer. 

WASTE .A.~D l~EFFICIEXCY IXCJIB .. urn TARIFF. 

. Let us look at this proposition for a moment. 'Tlle h~teEt nt­
tempt to deeei>e the people is a t:.Irit".!' not to exceed tbe difi'e.r­
ence in cost of. productioa at home :mu nbroal1, plus a fair 
pro:J.t t o the manufacturer. o, :-rgain, the Repnblican Party 
perrnrts the object of goYer:::i:mcnt by gunrrrut<.-eing n profit 
011 legisl:::ith~e credit. It is a. sly method of reaclling the snrue re­
sult !Jy a different route, :md through this catch phrase to se­
cure precisely the same result ; nn<l instead of being a r:Hlic:il 
modification, it is the same proposition with a sugar couting. 
'.fhe cost of prodnction at home ::i.ud elsewhere- is an cYer-Yary­
ing provosition, e...-en under like conditions, rn.n~;ug nll th~ y.;:1y 
from cillcient and inefficient Illilnagerneut to tl.i.~ <.'ost of eon­
~truction, ncceEsibility o! raw :m:iteri::l1, qunlity of 1abm.·. dJ;u·­
nder and kind ot machinery, freight rntes, fuo1, klCution. and 
so forth; and now :ip11Iying their theories, they nre dr:: wu to 
the maximum of protection ~is the oasis of their protectio:1 . else 
there is no protection. 

\"'lhy will the producer feel cm1cerned nbont the cost of pro­
duction when he has the g1~0.rnnty of the Federal Go>er:.:.r;_ieut 
that, at all hnzar<ls, he can not lose, trnd that he is to l!<HT! a 
fair pi·ofit? Aptly stated, the proposition is u pi.'Emimn oa nn­
businesslike methods. The duty rises as wnstc arnl iuelli ::!eDcy 
increase, and the limit of protection is the worst mnnngt-~u husr.­
ness sanctioned by Federal legislation, while fue lmrclcn 1;f the 
tmuecessary nnd inflated cost is to be borne by the consc~1:er 
solely by reason of such legis1n.tion. 

During this debate mucll hn.s been said about the difi'ere1v..:i.; iu 
co~t o! labor in Canada and in the United States. A fc'" tl:iys 
ago the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DoBDrus], in the co-;_~rso 
of llis address, stated that in his city of Detroit, only 2,6~) ie~t 
u way from his Canadian neighbors, with a popul:ltion of .J.G.:i,000 
peo.ule, daily there was an army of people croEsin~ tlle Detroit 
Hi>er from Canada into the United States nml from the United 
States into Canada, earning their dully lh·eUhood. The q~e~tio!1 
of wages was not inToln~tl as to which si<lo of tlle ri ,-er wa.ge 
receiY~tl the highest compensation; it was solc1y a question on 
which side the job or the employment could be llad. 

Our friends from Ion-!l and 'Visconsin arc Yery ruucll per­
turbed about the prices of eggs nucl poultry nnd milk, !13 the 
result of the enactment of the r eciprocity bill. I c.ave been at 
a lo s, to understand the whys and the wherefores of tlli8_ 
alarm. Can it be possible that a Canadian hen lays more form 
one egg u day? Or, if the C:rnadiun hen does not lay more tlum 
one egg a day, is it a question of the labor equation tha.t is 
involved in the proposition? [Laughter and nppln.use on the 
Democratic si<le.] Does the average Canadian cow give auy 
more milk than the average American cow, or will Caundian 
milk stand more watered stock than Americ:m milk? [Laughter 
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and applause on the Democratic side.] I take it that when it 
comes to extracting the fluid from the cow, milking is milking 
on both sides of the line. 

The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. GARDNER] is broken­
hearted over the fact that a Canadian fishing in the same hole 
with a Yankee fisherman can catch fish cheaper than the 
Yankee can. I presume that it is a question of the cost of 
bait. With ns this enterprise of fishing has always been 
largely a matter of luck, and if the Canadian can outluck the 
Yankee fisherman I believe that the proposition is even beyond 
the aid or control of the Federal Congress of the United 
States. [Laughter and applause on the Democratic side.] 

I would su~gest, however, if permitted to do so, to the gen­
tleman from Massachusetts that the best bait for a fisherman 
is to be found in Kentucky, but it is never used on the hook. 

Tlle above instances are fair illustrations of the ridiculous 
extremes to which protectionists go. It is a great blessing that 
the rains, the air, and the sunlight are under the sole and 
exclusive control of the good Lord above else some Republican 
would place a prohibitive tariff on them, and no one be al­
lowed the benefits of either who does not vote the Republican 
ticket or put up campaign funds for that party. There are 
gentlemen on the other side of the aisle who do not believe 
that an Italian can run a pushcart fruit stand or a street 
organ, or that a Greek can run a shoe-shin~ st?-nd without a 
protective tariff. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

These instances that I have cited simply serve to show to 
what ridiculous extremes protectionists will go. 

DANGER SIGNALS TO THE FARMER. 

When I see such defenders of the tariff system arraigned 
against the reciprocity bill as the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. DALZELL], as the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Fo&DNEY], 
and the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. CANNON], all of them 
high priests of protection, I am thoroughly convinced that there 
ls virtue in this measure for the farmers and for the people 
generally, for the red light on the track is no more evidence of 
danger to the engineer than the position o! those three men 
on this bill is to me. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 
When the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. DALZELL] stated, 
as he did on the 15th day of February last, that the Republican 
protectionist, when this vote is taken, marches to his doom I 
am fortified in my opinion. When the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. FOBDNEY] stated, as he did in his address to this Honse, 
that he was for any amendment that would defeat it or kill it, 
and to amend it was to kill it, I am further satisfied of the 
course that I should pursue. When the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. CANNON], the rider of the Republican winds and the 
stirrer of tile Republican storms, stated, as he did in his 
speech on the 15th day of April, and appealed to all men who are 
of Republican faith, that if .the Republican Party is to live it 
can live only by being true to and supporting the policies of 
protection, which policy this bill attacks, my belief becomes a 
conviction. 

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. CANNON] prophesies penal­
ties will follow the enactment of the bill, and the United States 
Steel Co. proceeds forthwith to start the discipline to which he 
no doubt referred. Was the wish father to tile thought? Woulcl 
the protectionist welcome a made-to-order panic in order to fore­
stall the bill? Let the interests bear in mind that the American 
people have been patient and forb~aring, that if the issne to 
which he refers does come that it will be fought to a finish, and 
it will be in vain for them to cry " socialism," or if the disasters 
the gentleman from Illinois predicts do come be it ever remem­
bered that the reciprocity bill is the offspring of a Republican 
President and that he brought on the difficulty. Let no farmer 
be deceived by the .wall or tears of these men to whom I have 
referred. Their interest is not for him. They plead but to pre­
serve the protective system and policy, for no one knows better 
than they that when the hoodwink is removed from the eyes of 
the farmer and he realizes that he derives no benefit from the 
protective tariff, then the protective policy is indeed doom~ and 
the Republican Party destroyed. None of them believe m re­
vision downward. The first question for the farmer to solve for 
himself is whether he is a protectionist. Tile farmer, like every 
other business man, is intocested in the widest possible expan­
sion of the trade on the best possible terms. I have taken pains 
to secure first-handed the freight rates on wheat and lumber 
from cities on the Canadian border and Chicago to points in 
central Kentucky the portion of the State in which the district 
I represent is lo~ated. I now send it to the Clerk's desk and 
would like to have it read in my time. · 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the letter designated 
m the gentleman's time. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
WIIEA.T AND LUl!BEI!.-VAI!.IOUS roINTS TO STAYFORD, PARIS, RICII:\IO:::iD, 

AND YEI!.SAILLES. • 

Mr. HAitVIDY HEL:\I, 

LOUISVILLE & NASHYILf,E Il!ILROAD Co., 
Lou·is r;ille, Ky., April '1:1, 1911. 

House of Representath;es, United States, • 
Washington, D. O. 

DEAR Sm: Referring to your letter of April 2~. The following are 
the present rates in cents per 100 pounds: 

To-

Whe:it, 
carload, 

Lumber, rough or dressed, carload, 
!rom- · 

from 1---------,----,----· 
Duluth 

and 
Minne­
apolis, 
Minn. 

Chicago, Williams- Pineville, J::i.ckson, 
Ill. b*7.' Ky. Ky. 

-----------1----------------
Stanford, Ky.······-·········· 
Paris, KY····-·······-·-··-··--
Ricbmond, Ky.··-············ 
Versailles, KY-···-······-······ 

132 
125 
127 
125 

2 22 
2 20 
2 22 
219 

a10 
88 
3~ 

312 

315 
811 
312 
a 11 

1 Carload minimum in cars of 28,000 pounds capacity, 20,000 pou?~s; carload min: 
mum in cars of 30 000 younds capacity, 211,000pounds; carload mlllimurn in cars~ 
40,000_ pounds cap~itv, 34,000 i;ounds; carload :minimum in cars of 50,000 poun_o 
capac1 ty, •4,000 pounds. 

s Carload minimum, :H,000 ponnds. 
a Carload minimum, 30,000 pounds. 

Yours, truly, D. l'i!. GOODWYN, 
Genera£ Freioht A.uent. 

FltllIGIIT RATES I:::iSUR:IIOU:::iTABLE PROTECTION. 

Mr. HELM. .Mr. Chairman, the point I wanted to make was 
that freight ra1es from Canadian points on wheat and on lumber 
from Canadian points and Chicago to central Kentucky towns 
are an insurmountable protection in themselves. From tlre 
letter, it appears that the freight rates on wheat from Minne­
apolis to central Kentucky towns is 32 cents per 100 pounds, or 
about 20 cents per bushel. 

No one has ever claimed that there is a difference of 20 cents 
per bushel between Canadian wheat and wheat in the United 
States. The tariff, in my opinion, has never kept a grain of 
wheat out of the local market in central Kentucky. It has 
never kept a stick of timber or a plank from Canada out of 
central Kentucky points. But the freight rate has, and it 
always will do so. There is always a line in matters of trans­
portation where all profit is consumed by freight rates or trans­
portation, and it is impossible for Canadian wheat to reach 
central Kentucky towns and pay the freight, tariff or no tariff. 

I do not say that there are not spots along the Canadian line, 
or even a twilight zone along the Canadian line, where wheat 
by reason of transportation or e1_erntor facilities m~y not be 
higher in the United States than m Canada. But it is the ~x­
ception, and it is not the rule. It should also be borne in rnmd 
that the millers of the United States require the hard Canadian 
wheat to mix with their soft wheat in order to make an export 
fl.our. An examination of the prices of wheat at Winnipeg, 
which corresponds to the Chicago market, will disclose the fact 
that wheat is selling at Winnipeg, which the gcntlemnn from 
Indiana my friend [Mr. CULLOP], well knows, higher than it is 
in Chic~go. The closing prices at each place for the dates men­
tioned is as follows. 

However, I will not read tllem, but wm insert them. 
Oloaing prices of wlleat on Chicago_ and TVi1tnipen mark.eta for the days 

given. 
[Uay delivery.) 

Chicago. I Winnipeg_ 

$0. 88.\ 
.88} 
.89! 
.911 
.90 
.88~ 
.S~i 
.90 
.93k 

$0.91 
OOi 

:90i 
.9~i :m 
.92i 
.93~ 
.94 

Two weeks ago May wheat was quoted on the Chicago Bourcl 
of Trade at 85 cents per bushel. To-day it is quoted at 95 
cents per bushel. 

The total value of domestic brea<lstuff produced in the United 
States in the last five years that the home market could not 
absorb was $849,802,878. This went into our export trade. We 
imported only $20,808,905 worth. In the same five years we 
exported 280,808,005 bushels of wheat, valued at $290,314,150, 
and irupc::ted 3,908,804 bushels of wheat, valued at $3,418,127. 
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Ur. CULLOP. Will the gentleman permit an interruption 
there? 

l\!r. HELM. Certainly. 
Mr. CULLOP. On all wheat shipped into this country ·for 

export of the kind you have described, to mix with the United 
States soft wheat, is not the tariff only 1 per cent of 25 cents a 
l>ushel? 

Mr. HEL~f. Certainly. 
Mr. CULLOP. So that there is practically no tariff on .that 

wheat at all? 
Mr. HELM. I wish. Mr. Ohr1irman, to gi"ve some front-door 

propositions, some lJlackboard demonstrations, as it were, of the 
situation with reference to wheat and our exports of agricul­
tural and farm products. 

I make the broad statement that the freight rate from Cana­
dian points to central Kentucky points will always offset all 
differences in prices, if any, on all competing products of Ken­
tucky and Canada. 

EXCESS OF EXPORTS OVER H.IPORTS IN FAR~! PRODuCTS. 

nut a few years ago Germany either excluded or threatened 
to exclude our meat products from her market. This caused a 
decline in prices and alarmed the farmers. I refer to this as 
an object lesson, showing that the farmers need the widest mar­
ket for their surplus products. The merchant who has the most 
customers i~ always the most prosperous business man. The 
United States is, as it were, a gigantic department store; it has 
everything to sell, and to prosper it must have the greatest pos­
sible number of customers. If this vast volume of agricultural 
products that we are producing here annually, and wllich our 
people can not absorb, could not find its way into foreign mar­
kets the price of our home products would necessarily fall. 

Canada can never be a corn-raising territory; the seasons are 
too short. 'Vithont corn they can put few, if any, hogs on the 
market. During the five years last past we exported 301,-
901.418 bnshels of corn, Yalued at ~2U9,85G,762, and imported 
2G8,551, valued at $200,128. The reciprocity bill will give us 
a better market for corn and a better market for hogs. 

Carload after carload of cattle leave central Kentncky an­
nually, via Newport News, for Liverpool. All the time there 
has been a tariff here on cattle and meats of all kinds. The 
Liverpool market has been free and open to the world. Why 
has not our tariff made our prices higher here than there? 
The contrary is true; if it were not, the shipper of the cattle 
would need not protection but an asylum. The winter season 
in Canada is longer, necessitating a longer feeding season, 
with bay and corn to be imported for feeding purposrs. The 
farmers in my i::ection are frequently compelled to go to Kansas 
City, Chicago, St. Louis, and Cincinnati for cattle to graze and 
feed their grain to. They rush their calYes and pigs to market, 
thereby losing the weight of the grown and devclo1wcl animal, 
which serves to limit the quantity of food, minilmzing repro­
duction also. The difference in freight rates will preyent the 
butcher stuff from Canada from competing with our butcher 
stuff in our near-by markets. The beef packers oppose the act 
because it makes for them a wider territory to control, and 
their agents who go among the farmers are walking delegutes 
in opposition to this measure. 

The exportation of meat products from the United States for 
the years 1904-1908, inclusive, has rnried from $170,000,000 to 
$235,000,000 in Yalue. If Canadian cattle are cheaper than 
our cattle, it occurs to me that, the freight rates permitting, it 
would be to the interest of the Kentucky farmer to buy the 
cheap feeders there, to which to feed bis corn and graze on his 
grass. 

The number and value of cattle raised in the United States 
in the last five years that the borne market could not absorb 
and that were exported were 1,703,472, valued at $136,244,826. 
In the same time we imported 310,816, yalued at $5,0 0,856. 

The Kentucky farmer often goes to St. Loni~, and even as 
far as Kansas City, for the low-grade cheap horse. The Canadian 
horse sells for more than the ayerage-grade horse of the United 
States, and Canada is a splendid market for horses. And for 
these reasons, together with the protection resulting from 
freight rates, they are insured against a lower price for their 
horses. The high-grade Kentucky horse is in a class by itself 
and defies all competition. [Applause.] ' 

The totul number of horses exported by the United States, as 
shown by the latest available figures tor the years 1904 to 1908, 
inclusive, was 149,704, valued at $17,000,101. while at the same 
time we importell 29,852, valued at $8,000,521. In the same year 
we exported 29,815 mules, valued at $3,048,687. . 

Having shown the magnitude of our .agricultural exports over 
imports of the same kind, to demonstrate that the tariff can 
not increase their market value any more than a tariff on raw 
cotton, on which there has never been a tariff, and of which we 

raise 13,000,000 ,hales and export 8,000,000, and which has in­
creased iu price from G ccn ts to 16 cents per pound, I now desire 
to present a comparison of our trade balances along the same 
line with Canada, which is presented in concise form in the 
letter prepared by the gentleman from l\Iissouri [l\Ir. SrrACKLE­
FORD], which I will not take time now to read, but I will in­
sert it. 

The letter referred to is as follows: 
The Lumber Trust R.nd the Paper Trust are waging a fierce fight 

against reci{lrocity. They are making desperate etrorts to get the 
farmer to jom them. Wherever possilJle they have enlisted the papers 
which circulate among the farmers. They try to make the farmer 
believe that by reason of the tariff be gets more than the fair market 
price for bis products. 

Canada has a tariff which opera'tes against our products sold in 
Canada. We have a tariff which operates against -Canadian products 
sold here. Reciprocity is an agreement between the two countries to 

· modify both tariffs with a view to more extended trade. 
In spite of these obstructive tarlfis a large trade has grown up be­

tween us and Canada. In five years ending June 30, in goods of all 
kinds-
We sold in Canada _________________________________ $88G,417, R7G 
Canada sold to us __________________________________ 393,913, 673 

· Difference in our favor------------------------ 492,503,703 
These figures show· that Canada is a good country for us to trade 

with. Any country which buys from us more than it sells to us is a 
good country to trade with. No tariff wall should stand between us 
and such a country. · 

Let me show you Government statistics for five years encllng June 30-
Horses: We sold in Canada ______________________________ $14,172,475 

Canada sold to · us----------------------------~-- 2,549,211 

Difference in our favor________________________ 11, 622, 374 

Cattle: 
'\Ve sold in Canada-------------------~---------- 1,578,170 
Canada S6ld to us------------------------------- 1,193;79G 

Difference in our favor---------------------~--- 384, 383 

l\Ieat and dairy products: '\Ye sold in Canada ______________________________ 17,011,017 
Canada sold to us_______________________________ 904,191 

------
Difference in our favor ____________________ :_ ____ 16, 106, 820 

Ilreadstutrs : 
'~e sold in Canada _____________________________ _ 

Canada sold to us-------------------------------

Difference in our favor-------------------------

31, 5!l6, 5!'iG 
6,670, 884 

24,916,072 

Totnl dif'ference in our favor on above items______ 53, O~O, 7G5 
I have voted without hesitation for the reciprocity bill botll 

times that it has passed the House because I apprehend no tn- . 
jury to the agricultural interest-a benefit rather than a dis­
advantage to the farmer-been.use it will give us a wicler mar­
ket -and more customers for our pro<lucts, and because its pas­
snge will ultimately lead to the overthrow of the protective 
policy, to which policy I am unalterably opposed, by which the 
farmer has been burdened, oppreEsecl, and taxeu to enrich those 
who do profit by its operations, and because, among its vices, 
it makes legisln.tive pensions and hand-outs for business crip­
ples and makes crutches for the special interests, fnrnished 
them by taxing the people, which interests use the Government 
as a silent partner as a guarantor against losses. I trust 
I have, in a measure, clemonstrated that the farmer reaps no 
benefit wh::ttever from protection. 

OTHER SIDE OF TIIE PICTURE. 

I turn now to the other side of tbe picture and will attempt 
to show who does get tbe henefit of the tariff, how it is done, 
and how the passage of the bilT Jrnown as the farmer's free­
list bill will benefit the farmer. At the outset it should be. 
borne in mind thn.t the United States leads all the countries in 
the world by far in the production of the articles embraced in 
the proposed free list. .And just in this connection let me say 
that no one would claim that farm labor derived any benefit 
from the tariff on farm prodncts. Neitller does labor get any· 
thing out of the tariff on manufactured products. Organized 
labor gets only what the organization is sh·ong enough to com­
pel the employers to pay, though. generally speaking, when there 
are two men looking for one job labor goes down, and when 
there are two jobs looking for one man labor goes up. But be 
that as it may, we have ceased to hear those familiar speeches 
on that side of the aisle, "All kinds of work for all kincls of 
men." [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

The farmer's stock in trade is a given amount e>f earth, ever 
varying in quality and productive capacity, that cau be only 
utilized for certain purposes, depending, among other things, 
upon the season. Each farmer pitches a crop that will, in the 
first instance, support his family. His success depends upon a 
variety of conditions. It may be a feast or it may be a famine. 
In the very nature of things he can not organize. Organiza. 
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tion counts for everything with the manufacturer, whose stock 
in trade consists of a. certain amount of en.pita.I in¥c:stcd in a 
gi¥cn enterprise. The capacity of his output at fuecl charges 
can be figured to a mathematical certainty as to quality, quan­
tity, and cost. The different ruanufactUI"ers can act in concert 
and can be put in action with military discipline. A. giYen type 
of rnachinery, manipulated by an expert, produces a fixed result 
daily, while the farmer, operating along the best lines, can not 
conh·ol the yield, and he never knows what the harvest will be. 
What chance has a farmer with a surplus of 50 bushels of w-heat 
to sell against a combined world's surplus of 544,000,000 bushels 
of wheat? 

The CHAIRMAN. rhe time of the gentleman has again ex-
pired. · 

Mr. HELM. Mr. Chairman, I ask ururnimous consent to pro­
ceed further for five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kentucky asks unani­
mous consent to speak for five minutes more. Is there objec-
tion? . 

~ir. DALZELL. :Mr. Chairman, there is no objection on this 
side of the House to the extension of the gentleman's time. 

The CHAIRMAl~. The gentleman from .Alabama is tempo­
rarily absent. Without objection, the gentleman will proceed. 

Mr. HELM. How can the farmer at seeding time anticipate 
the worlds production of the crop he pitches, as compared with 
the manufacturer, who can :figure within a small fraction of what 
the trade will absorb? How different is his condition from that 
of the manufacturer or of the operators of the Brockton (Mass.) 
shoe f.actory, which has an annual output of $144,291,43£ worth 
of shoes out of a total annual domestic production of $320,-
107,458 worth? How can tho farmer ever know the exact cost 
of the other farmers' product on the mo:rket? The manufac­
turer does know the output that the trade will absorb the cost 
of his own finished article, n.nd the cost of his co~petitor's 
article, and can apply the protective tariff in the way of profit 
with mathematical accuracy_, all the way !rom the fraction of a 
cent to a prohibitive tariff. 

The prohibitive tariff is a Iegislati're license to the manufac­
turer to charge the consumer what he pleases. It amounts to a 
concession, and can be utilized to multiply his profits. If the 
object of the tariff is not to make him a profit, what does the 
manufacturer want with it! It follows tbat the higher the 
tariff that can be brought into play the greater the profit. But 
the farmer is helpless to br~g it to bear upon his output, his 
crop, or product, because he is unable to organize and control 
the cost, the quantity, and the selling vrice of the same. He is 
completely at the mercy of the manipulation by the boards of 
trade of the world's surplus, over which boards he has no con­
trol and in which he has no interest, ancl which he should avoid 
as religiously as he would a void u gambling den. 

WllAT FREE LIST S.A. VES TIIE Ji'AillIER . 

Turning to the free list and taking the year 1905-the data 
for which is the latest available, because the departments arc 
a set of masked batteries from which information can only be 
extracted, as it were, by a corkscrew- and apply the Payne-

1Aldrich tariff rates, we find that our domestic consumption that 
year of agricultural implements like those made free in this 
bill was $90,623,231 worth. These implements have a duty of 
15 per cent protection, which a.mounted to $13,503,484, which 
sum represents the tariff profit to the manufacturer, and with­
out which the same implements coulu have been pUI"chased by 
the consumer for $77,059,747. In the same year our manu­
facturers sold at a profit in the open rna.rkets of the world, 
after paying fl·eights and tariffs in foreign countries, the same 
class of implements to the value of $20,731,741. 

They tell us that these implemen ts come in free from coun­
tries that impose no tax or duty on like articles imported from 
the United States. They fail to state, however, what coun­
tries, if any, that produce these implements do not impose a 
duty on the articles tbat go to them from the United States. 
They say that foreign a gricultural implements cost more than 
those made here. Since when did this happen? It is about as 
sudden ns Cook's discovery of the North Pole and about as 
reliable. [Applause on tlle Democratic side.] What has be­
come of the fore ign pauper labor that gentlemen on that sido 
of the aisle C:1Ye llarpecl on for the last 50 years? 

In the S'::tllle ;re:ir our domestic consumption of sewing ma­
chines nncl partr;- nmonnte<l to $20,039,721. Applying tho 30 
per cen t prot~tion in the Payne bill, we find that the duty tax 
amounts to $6,011,916, wllich sum represents the tariff profit 
to the manufacturer, and without which the same machines 
would have been purchased by the home consumers for 
$14,027,805. . 

During the same period these same ·manufacturers sold nt a 
profit in the open markets of the world tllese machines to the 
value of $6,104.,000. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman's time has ng-ain expired. 
1\Ir. SHERLEY. 1\fr. Chairman, in the absence of the gentle­

man from Alabama [Mr. UNDEnwoon] it seems i iroper that the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. HELM] be granted additional 
time. I take the responsibility, on !Jehalf of the gentleman from 
Alabama, of yielding to him 10 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection, the gentleman will 
be recognized for 10 minutes more. 

There wn.s no -Objection. 
Mr. HELM. Of a total domestic consumption for the same 

year amounting to $243,555,127 worth of sole, tanned, and cur­
ried leathers, on which the low€st rate is 5 per cent tax duty, the 
ta.riff profits to the manufacturer was $12,177,756, whicll, de­
ducted froru the actual cost, lea\es $231,377,371, the amount it 
should han~ cost the consumers. Selling at the same time 
$9,444,873 worth of sole lea.tiler alone at a profit in the open 
markets. 

In the same year the domestic consumption of boots and shoes 
produced in this country amounted to ~11,942,303 ; allo'iYing 
the lowest rate of 10 per cent, it amounts to $31,194,230, which, 
deducted from the actual cost, leaves $280,749,073, the amount 
the consumer should have paid for the total consumed. In the 
same year the same manufactUI"ers sold at a profit in the 011en 
markets of the world $8,057,697 worth of said boots and shoes. 

For the same year our domestic consumption of harness and 
saddlery amounted to $42,497,340, on which the·re was a tnr iil'. 
benefit in the interest of the manuf.acturer amounting to 20 per 
cent, yielding them a profit of $8,499,46'3, and which deducted 
from the actual cost leaves $33,997,872 that the consumer, ex­
cept for the tariff, should have paid for same. 

In the same period the 50 per cent per thousand tariff on 
shingles, of which tlle home consumption amounted to $23,.940,-
089 worth, cost the consumer $7,241,56G more than he should 
have paid, exce.pt for tlle taritf. At tile same time the consumer, 
by reason of the tariff on laths, paid the manufacturer $1100,000 
more than he would have done but for the tariff concession to 
the dealer. 

Thus it appears from the few items in the free-list bill that I 
have been able to get accurate data upon, showing a total an­
nual domestic consumption of $708,G·57,72.::!, yielding no revenue 
whatever to the GoYernment, there will be au annual saving 
in the passage of the bill of $1D,218,410 to the home consumer of 
these items, which sum represents manufacturers' tariff profits, 
exclusive of trade profit. I have been unable to obtain from 
the masked batteries of the department s suflicieut1y accurate d.ata 
to .show the increased cost to tlie consumer on tte many other 
items in this propose<l fTce list, such as barbed wire, sal t, wire 
rods, ropes, and so forth, by reason of the tariff rates, but I have 
sufficient information to warrant tlic statement that the pas­
sage of tlle free-list bill m~rns an annnnl sadu~ fn r in excess 
of a hundred million dollars to the consumer, solely oy reason o:fl 
the remov.al of the tariff rutes, while the total annual loss of 
revenue en aU imported items of like character in the bill now 
amounts to only about ten millions, which can be easily recouped 
by economies already ina ugura.tcd. 

I.-c.st we forge}, I want to remind tile l\Iembers that the above 
profits do not represent all ihnt Congress, under Republican 
control, llas <lone for the manufa cturer in the way of grace. 
There is couched in the Payne-Aldrich bill what is known as. 
''the drawback clause," which is another method by which the 
manufacturer gets his gain, if, perchance, Ile does pay nny cus­
toms duty on imported material which lie uses and which lie in 
turn charges up to his victim-the home consumer- and which 
the Treasury refunds to him as its fa\"'ored child if the goods 
are sold to a foreigner. 

OLD GUARD llETI!EATINO IN DIS OilDER. 

In the face of these manifest bles.sings that will come to the 
farmer through the passage of this free-list bill, the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. MANN] undertakes to laugh the bill out of 
court, so to speak, to pooh-pooh and make light of a measure 
draftoo in the interest of the toiling musses of the people, and 
with an uir of derision, in his discussion of the um on the floor 
of this House, asks, "What arc agricultural implements ?" 
Does he need a photograph or a sliding pictu re to i<lcntify an 
agricultural implement? I observe that when he wanted evi­
dence the gentleman read a letter from a trust magnate, gen­
erally not a disinterested witness wllen it comes to the free list, 
beginning with the International Harvester C-0., the United 
States Stool Corporation, shoe and leather assoc:intions-profes­
sional jurymen, as it were, who are a1¥rnys in easy reach and 
touch. 
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It is written, "Wllere your treasure is, there will your heart 

be also." I ha>e heard it said that there are none so blind as 
those who will not see. 

It is generally true with the debater that when he is com­
pelled to resort to ridicule exclusively the fncts are against him. 
The question is, .Are you in fa>or of extending the free list? 
If so, do not pull back. You have attempted to show by your 
tables that foreign-made agricultural implements sell higher in 
foreign countries tllan the same kind of implements made here 
sell for. Then, wby do you object to the repeal of the tariff? 
Of what benefit is it if their implements cost more and sell 
higher than ours? I again ask you, What llas become o! thnt 
"foreign pauper labor" o>er which so many fits ha>e been 
thrown on that side of the House? How was it that you had 
such a nightm:ire over the meaning of the term "agricultural 
implements" wllen on the 14tll day of Inst February the gentle­
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. DALZELL] moved to recommit the 
reciprocity bill to the Committee on Ways and Means with in­
structions to report the same back with the addition of the 
following articles on the reciprocal free trade list: 

Fresh meat and all meat products. 
Wbat were meat products then? Rats? 
Flour, cereal foods, bran, agricultural implements, cotton ties and 

bagging, binding twine, and lumber. 

What were agricultural implements then? Yon voted for it. 
Were the market-garden supplies of Peter Henderson & Co., of 
New York City, agricultural implements or fine tooth combs 
then? 'Vere farm wagons agricultural ·implements or aero­
planes? The gentleman said that burlap has recently become 
useful as a decoration for wnlls. Has the latest fad come in 
since tile gentleman from Pennsylvania moved to recomn:iit? 
Was macaroni a cereal food or angel food then? [Laughter and 
aprllause on the Democratic side.] 

The gentleman might increase his salary a dollar's worth it 
he will tell this House whnt cereal foods were then. How is 
it tllat the International Hanester Co. have left the United 
States to establish plants in foreign countries in wllicll tlle cost 
of tlleir out11ut is greater than in the United States? That 
does not ring true. 

In the first place, no doubt, they had the plant, but wllnt on 
earth has become of that "foreign pauper labor" of the old 
countries where material is scarce? .Agnin, be tells us that the 
packers have plants in .Argentinn, a new country thnt is de­
veloping rapidly. Of course there is pauper labor tllere, and 
everytlling is cheap in new countries, especially in .Alaska, 
where one of our 10-cent dairy lunclles oosts a dollar. [Laugh­
ter.] But, of course, the .Argentine packers can flood the mar­
kets of the United. States, while the llanester company can not 
sell one of its foreign-made machines here, even though the 
machines arc put .on the free list. 

Tbe gentleman from Illinois [Mr: CANNON] drew a beautiful 
picture of the prosperity of our country and attributed it all to 
the policy of protection. We have prospered, but the price that 
was pnid was a dear one, after all. We have a country of 
mnrvclous rcsonrces. When I think of it as compared with the 
other countries of the world, the parable of the sower rushes to 
my mind. 

Christ, speaking to the multitude, said: 
Ilchold a sowct· went forth to sow, and when be sowed some seed fell 

l>y the wayside, and the fowls came and devoured them up; some fell 
in stony places where they had not much earth, and forthwith they 
sprang up because they bad not much depth of earth ; when the sun 
was up they were Acoeched, and because they had no. root they withered 
away; nnd some fell among tho1·ns, nnd the thol'ns sprung np and 
choked tllem; but others fell into good grnund and beonght forth fruit, 
some a hundred, some sixty, and some thirty fold. Who hath ears to 
bear let him hear. 

Ours is the good. ground that has brought forth a hundredfold 
in spite of tlle baleful inftuenc~ of protection. [.Applause on 
the Democratic side.] 

Tlle gentleman from 111inois says that _we have but scratched 
the resources of this great country. I hope that what be says is 
true, but I trust that, whatever the future has in store, this un­
folding wealth will escape the grasp of the small group of men 
who uow control two-thirds of the wealth of the Nation. To-day 
the Hepublic of Mexico is in n state of revolution because the 
President ·of that Republic has peddled out everything of value 
by way of concession. nut a few years ago, under the reign 
of Mark Hanna, more trust and holding companies were formed 
than in all the past history of this Go>ernment. The reins of 
this Government were turned over to him, while he, in turn 
handed out to predatory wealth powers and rights that we ar~ 
trying to regain and control, not by revolution, but by processes 
of the laws' <lelny. 

Mr. U:J\TDERWOOD. l\Ir. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to, 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. SWEET]. 

Mr. SWEET. Mr. Chairman, this bill is for the benefit of the 
great body of consumers both in the country districts and in 
the cities of our country. .A. large proportion of those who are 
now opposing this bill belong to that faction of the Republican 
Party which· in the last Congress favored the Payne-Aldrich 
tariff bill, which so flagrantly discriminated against consumers. 
These same Members are opposed to the reciprocity agreement 
with Canada. Their tariff position was plainly stated by the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. CANNON] a few days ago when he 
said: 

I voted for the Payne-Aldrich bill. I agree with the President in 
what he said at Winona-that it is the best protective tariff bill ever 
passed. I still believe that. If I had supreme power, I would wipe 
out some things in it. 

The Payne-Aldrich bill and the supreme power of the gentle­
man from Illinois while he was Speaker were the chief issues 
last NoYember. The people condemned the former as an unjust 
measure, nnd their condemnation of the latter was scarcely less 
pronounced. . 

Tbe standpat Republicans are now charging the Democratic 
majority with "playing politics" bocause we have not cqmbined 
the reciprocity measure and the free list in a single bill. This is 
an easy charge to rnat:e, and it is often made by the rankest poli­
ticians, on the "stop-thief" principle, in order to·turn attention 
from themselves. 

There are two ways of " playing politics." One is the old 
way which our friends on the other side of the aisle have 
played until it is threadbare. Their method is based on in­
sincerity. Its foundation is a sllam and its superstructure is 
deception and frnud. [.Applause on the Democratic side~] The 
stand-pat Republicans have had long experience and can give us 
pointers in this mnnner of playing tlle political game. 

nut there is another way of playing politics. It consists of 
right doing because it is right and of gaining popular support 
by deserving it. Let me illustrnte. 

'l'he people demanded a downwnrd revision of tlle tariff with 
a just regard for the interest of the consumer. Republicans 
knew this and admitted that they did when they put into their 
national platform of 1908 a promi8e to honor this demand. If 
they had fulfilled this promise, it would. ham been playing 
politics according to the new rules, wllich they had not then 
and hn Ye not yet learned. For obvious reasons they can not gi>e 
us pointers on tllis modern game. This recalls the experience 
of a representatiYe of the l!'ort "\Yayne Electric Co., who sold a 
dynamo to an old German miller in a little town in Ohio. The 
agent inserted in his bid an item of $75 for the time and ex­
penses of an expert to connect up the uynamo. When the old 
German saw this item he said: · 

Cut that out. l\le and my boy Herman vill set her up ourselves. 

A week after the dynamo was ueli>ered tlle agent receiYecl a 
letter from the old man, in wllich he said: 

Your dynamo is no good; she von't vork. I vish you vould come 
und take her avay. 

The agent wrote a letter in reply, in which he sai<l: 
The Fort Wayne Electric Co. furnished the brains to make that dy­

namo, and it is as good as any on the market. The railroad company 
furnished the brains to bring it to you. You said you and Herman 
could set it up, and just becausa you don't know enough to do so you 
want me to take it back or to furnish the brains to make it work. 

A few days later he received a postal card from the old 
G€rmnn, in which he said: 

The dynamo, now she vork all right; me and Herman fix her. But 
if she don't, I vouldn't ask you to furnish somedlng vot yon don't 
carry in stock. 

[Laughter.] 
The gentleman from Kansas [Mr. l\fAD1soN], with impressive 

emphasis, also accused the majority of playing politics because 
tlley refused to present these two measures in a single bill. He 
voted for the reciprocity measure, and I have no doubt will yote 
for this bill. No one questions his sincerity. He believed. that 
the two measures should be joined, because in that form he 
thought their chance of favorable consideration in the Senate 
would be increased. In this his judgment is at fault, and from 
this error of judgment he has been led to make a charge which 
llas no foundation and which he will regret. 

Before leaving my home to attend this extra session I con­
sidered with great care the best manner of bringing forward 
these bills. There were three possible courses. First, to pass 
the free-list bill at the outset, in the hope that it would pass 
both Houses, holding back the reciprocity measure as a menace, 
which might be supposed to have considerable effect upon the 
President. This plan I discarded, because it was putting the 
cart before the horse. It was not the logical order. It in­
volved the postponement of the very measure we were called in 
extra session to consider, and smacked of disrespect to the 
President. 
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The seco:µd plan that occurred to me was to tack the two meas­
ures together just as these gentlemen say we should have done. 
The reasons for discarding this plan were to my mind still more 
apparent. I had no doubt that the combined measures could 
be carried in the House by a safe majority, but I was equally 
confident that tlley would not in that form pass the Senate. 
From what transpired, or rather failed to transpire, in the 
Senate at the last session of Congress, it was safe to assume 
thnt the reciprocity measure had many enemies in that body, 
although it is quite probable that its enemies are not now us 
numerous as they were then. 

But it is safe to say that even at the present session if these 
measures pass the Senate, it will be by the vote of some Sena­
tors who arc not cntllusia.stic in their favor, and possibly by 
the 1otcs of some who might welcome a plausible excuse for 
opposing them. The question, as I viewed it, was this: Would 
not the addition of the free list to the reciprocity measure fur­
nish just such an excuse? Would not the combination of the 
two bills incur the hostility of every Senator opposed to either 
of tllem? Moreover, would it not ennble a Sena.tor to >Ote in 
tlle ncgati1e without incurring the full responsibility of ills 
vote 'l It is of the highest importance thn. t the >Ote of eyery 
Member of either House should plnce him clearly and distinctly 
on record, so that his constituents can tell exactly where he 
stands. When two distinct measures a.re joined together this 
is impossible. The present case affords an admirable illustra­
tion. A. Member who might desire to shirk responsibility could 
yotc against the combination measure and when afterwards 
called upon to give an account of his stewardship he could claim 
that he was compelled to vote as he did because of his opposi­
tion to either one of the two measures, though making a pre­
tense of favoring the other ; and if he were inclined to " play 
politics" he might ha1c one excuse for the manufacturer and 
another for the farmer. 

We on this side believe both measures are right. We want 
both of them to pass. They are both opposed by standputters, 
and we " love them for the enemies they ha vc made." If the 
reciprocity measure becomes a law, as we believe it will, we are 
confident that an inherent sense of justice operating upon the 
minds of Members of both Houses and of the President-justice 
to the wage earner, who needs cheaper shelter ancl food; justice 
to the farmer, who has never received any material benefit !Tom 
protection and who thinks that the reciprocity measure unfairly 
discriminates against him-will cause the present remedial 
free-list bill to also become a. law. A.n all-pervading sense of 
justice is one of our distinctive national traits inherited from 
our A.nglo-Saxon ancestors. It permeates the great mass of 
our people, and it is well for their Representatives to keep that 
fact in mind. 

Personal views have been expressed by Members on both 
sides of this House as to the probable fate of the present bill 
in the Senate. Such expressions arc mere guesses without the 
slightest binding force upon anyone. So far as I am concerned. 
I refuse to be bound in the slightest degree by the opinions of 
others upon this point. The people of the United States have 
said that they want the cost of li\"i.ng reduced. Reciprocity 
with Canada gives some help in that direction. This bill gives 
still more. Before the election last November I promised to 
do what I could to that end. I shall keep that promise by 
voting for this bill . If Senators do not listen to this demand 
of the people that is their affair, not ours. 

1\Iy sincere belief, however, is that the Senate will pass both 
these measures. Senators know what the common people of 
America are thinking and eaying, and I beliern tllat they will 
perform their duty in this matter both from motives of policy 
and from motives of llumanity. If they sec fit to combine these 
two mensures and to send them b:::.ck to ti.le House in that form 
without amendments which seriously impair thei.r "Value I, for 
one,· shall be glad to giye tllem ruy support. 

The thi rd method which I considered, and wllich I ma.de up 
my mind was tlle most logical, the mo~t likely to succeed, the 
least open to the charge of "playing politice," and in nil re­
spects the best, is precisely the o:ue wllich " ·ns reported by the 
Ways and ::\leans Committee and wllicll we nre now pursuing. 
It is the natural metho<l; it is straigllttorwan1; it is business­
like. It aff'orcls the most conclusiye evidence of our sincere 
clesi.rc tllat both these measures should . be adopted, a.nd all of 
our countrymen who a.re not blinded by partisansllip will recog­
nize the purity of our motives and will give their hearty 
approval to our conduct. 

I come from a district which is largely agricultural, nnd, I 
might add, largely Republican. It lies in the so-called " fruit 
belt" of Michigan. We raise enormous quantities of peaches 
and apples. From Grand Rapids, my home city, we ship 
peaches, not by the carload, but by the trainload. Our farmers 

are applying the most scientific methods to the care of their 
orchards. They keep the ground well tillecl and spray the trees. 
I know a farmer in my district-and he is a good Democr:lt­
who has 1,4.00 acres of land. His farm buildingn are numerous 
and well painted. From a distance tlley look like a small vil­
lage. He has an apple orcbar<l of 4.0 acres. He planted the 
trees himself 24 years ago. He recently refused $GO,OOO for the 
40 acrcs-$1,500 per acre. He has an automobile,. as have 
many of our other farmer:s. 

The gentleman from Iowa [:Mr. PICKETT] said that farmers 
were leaving his State and going farther north. They are not 
lca""Ving the tifth district of l\Iichigan. They are pros_perous, ancl 
neither need nor desire to tax the less fortunate wage earners 
of the cities in order to put more dollars into tlleir own pockets. 
Their generosity is proverbial. It bas been claimed that tile 
Good Samaritan was n commercial traveler, because he said : 
"When I come again I will repay thee." But this claim is not 
sustained by the facts. The farmer in olden times brougllt his 
produce to the city, as he does to-day, but of ten from very 
long distances. He frequently traveled the same road back 
and forth. The fact is the Good Samaritan wns a farmer, nnd 
tlle farmers of my district arc his lineal clesccndants. [.Applause 
on the Democratic side.] They are not only prosperous and 
generous, but they arc also intelligent. When you H.epublicans 
put a tariff on wheat you did not fool the farmer in my part 
of the country. He votecl your ticket, and was good naturedly 
satisfied to pay a tariff tax on e--rerything he bought in order to 
give the manufacturing interests a lift. 

But he knew all the time that wheat was an article of export 
and not of import, and he was not fooled by the pretended pro­
tection you gave him. What lle did he did with his eyes open, 
and until you carried the thing too fnr and continually in­
creased the tariff rates instead of lowering them, as you said 
you woulcl, he made no complaint. \Vhcn in the campaign of 
1908 you ancl your candidate for President promised a reduc­
tion of taritr rates, the people acccptecl your terms, elected your 
candidate, gave you the control of both Houses of Congress-in 
a word, they com_pleted the contract with you. The reason why 
they ho.Te lost confidence in you is because you broke that 
contract. 

I do I.lot wish to be Ullderstood as claiming tbat a mnjority 
of the farmers in my district arc in fayor of the reciprocity 
measure, but in almoist e1cry case whicll has been brought to 
my knowledge, where tllere is objection, it is not so mucll to 
the measure itself as it is to the injustice, after nll these years 
of self-imposed sacrifice for the benefit of the manufacturer, of 
remot"ing even the nominal and visionary benefits supposed to be 
conferred upon :farm products without a corresponding removal 
from the output of the manufacturer. 

Their position is stated with remarkable clearness in a letter 
I recently received from the master of the · 1\Iichigan State 
Grange, Mr. N. P . Hull, of Dimondale, Mich. He says: 

As master of the Michigan State Grange, the largest f:1n:1e rs' orgnni­
zntion in Michigan, an organization compo~e tl of co.1;ou of the best 
tn.rmer~ and their !amilies In the State. I want in t.ll <'ir name t o make 
one last appeal to you in the interest of pl a ! jus t ice n1Hl fairnes.-;; . If 
protection is nn advanta~e and the cnpitnl awl lnhor of t he mn11 11fnc­
turer are to be given that ndvnntagc, then lJy wha t prl!.c iplc of j mitice 
arc "\Te to be refused it? Have we not l.JC'cn loyal <:itlzc nH 'i Ila Ye we 
not clone our part to 1.mil<l this Nation nnc1 to make it ,·;c:tltby? Have 
"ITC not given ns freely of our blood nn<l of our t rcn1mro t o maintai n it 
in both war nnd peace ns hn.s our brotllcr in tllc city? If leg-Isla tion to 
lower the price of farm products is <lesiralJle, wll,v ls i t not equally 
desirable to lo,ver the price of other men's lnbors? What arguments 
can tllc cities bctng- for reciprocity with Car:adu In farm products that 
would not be us forceful and logical for us to use in favor of reci­
procity with Englund in manufactured products? 

He concludes with these sjguificnnt words: 
All we ask is n square cleal, the same protection for onr labor ancl in­

vestments as other classes enjoy, nn equal opportunity with other s to 
provide for ourselves nnd our families. In God's nnm~, arc we not en­
titled to this? " 

What the farmer wants is simple justice. He is willin~ to 
take his chance of a sligllt reduction in wlu:tt he has to sell, 
provided he is given the benefit of a fair reduction in what he 
has to buy. That is ,Drecisely what this bill aims to do. It puts 
on the free list, not only from Canada and from England but 
from all the world, agricultural implements, wire fencing, lum­
ber, fence posts, harness, shoes, meats of all kinds, bags for 
grain, bagging for cotton, sewing machines, and so forth. 

The farmer and the laborer in the city are the consumers of 
tllesc things. They know that most of them, c1eu wllen vro­
ducecl in this country, are sold in foreign markets at lower 
prices than they have to pay for them. They know that tlleir 
own earnings for the year arc the difference between the amount 
they receive and the amount tlicy pay out. They Jmow thn t if 
the International Harvester Co. gets from the farmer ~20 more 
than it should for a grain drill and $4.0 more than it should 
for a self-binder these sums arc deducted from his net earnings. 
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Ye:ir.s :ago, when the fn.Tmer ·~ms lbeguiled into the belief that trfuution -of wenltb, to remo:v-e ·the burden from shoulders ·that 

·the •protection of infant ·manufacturing industries would create are unable to bear it, to bring the ·comfort of warm clothing 
n. greater borne ·market 'for his pro<lucts, he willingly submitted nnd proper nourishment to those who can not .now afford :them, 
to i:he :tax Imposed upon an his purchases in the hope that it · to call n hn1t "in the mnd march of money ·getting, to ma.kc n 
would ·prove a good in;-estiment, nna that lle would -some time start at Jen.st toward a broader an<l better l.tumunlty; these are 
or other get 'his mone,v back witll interest. putposes which nre inspiring the people in their w.idesprend 

He never dreamed that .the principle of protection was to be a insurgency, and they -ate purposes which ·mny wen control the 
permanent 1vollcy. He never drenmeu that it was to be carried Actions of this b(}dy. .[Loud applause.] 
to tllo extent of building ·up great monopolies in our own -conn- l\f.r. UNDERWOOD. M:r. ·Clurirm.an, I 'Yield two minutes to 
tr:r. He never dreamed that tariff-fattened manufadmrers would the gentleman from IndiIDa [1\Ir. BAI!...~HATIT]. 
n.ttempt to dcbnuch legislation in their own interest and against 1\fr. BAn.l\TflART. 1'..Ir. Chn.irm:m, <luring a .colJoguy this 
the interest of those whose enforce(! contributions bad mac1e morning on the floor of tile Honse between the distinguisll •d 
them :multimillionaires. Even now ·most of the farmers in my gentleman from l\Ia-ssue1msetts IMr. lVEEKS] ana myself I 
district cling to the belief that there is inherent merit in the asked him the question if it was possible that the contracts of 
princi.ple of protection properly applied, but they see no justice tlle United Shoe Machinery Co. with shoe manufacturers might 
in ·tnti.t:r measures which absolute1y ignore the interests of the not be responsible, in a measure, for the increased .Prices or 
~re:-it consuming public and make the rich in oar country richer the constantly increasing prices of shoes. He very emphnticnlly 
and the poor poorer. \[Applause ·Oll the '.Democratic side.] denied that that ·could be J>OSs.ible. A'bont the time that my 

.Although the reciprocity men.sure was not an issue in the fric::id was delivering this speech a Senate committee was llold­
cn.mpnign Inst fall, I lrn:rn made an llonest effort to ascertain ing a hearin,; on that very question. The statement made in 
where the people of my district stand on that question. I have that hearing this afternoon ·wns such that I bene1e it is im­
sent out ·seyei:.a:l hundred letters aSking :for a frank expression portant i:hat, in conjunction with .my colloquy wit11 -the i;cntlo­
conceming it. A muoority of the ITeplies m·e favorable to man this morning, I be :permitted to extenu my remaT'ks in the 
veciprocity, and, so far .as I ·can ]earn, the opinion 'that it should REconn to cover i:he etidence gi"Ven in ihis hen:ring before the 
be fo1lowed by the 'fre~list bill now 'Under discussion is ·almost Senate cammittee this mornin''" I therefore ask unanimous 
nn::mimous. Tlle only opposition to :the frce-Ilst bill comes 'fro!ll consent to :print this report in the REcom>. 
a few special interests among manufacturers who fear it will . Tho GHAJRMAN. The order has already ·been gh·en arrthor­
rednce their Ilrofits. izing l\Iembc-r.s i:o Te\ise and extend ·their remarks in the 

The opponents of these men.snres .have freque!ltly said during IlECORD. 
the progress of this debate that :a reduction in the price of cattle The m&ttcr Teferrcd to is as follows: 
wonld not chenpen 'the J)rlce of ·the poor man's meat because of .Sensational and stn.rtllni; testimony as to the extent to -w'hich -the 
the manipulations of the Beef n.nd ·Packing Trusts. If thnt is United Shoe '"A-Iuchinery Co., of 1Joston, 1.-nown nR "the Shoe Macllinery 
true, God help the poor, i'or ConO'ress confesses i'ts 1·nabi'li'ty. Trust, has tlle shoe manufacturers of the United Stutes under its domi-

·~ nation wail i;iven to-day by lilloe manufa.cturcril uefore the Eina.nce 
If it is true, no rcasan can be given except that nndet the shel- Committee. 
ter of the tariff foreign competition has been removed and home Tbe story to1d 'by the -shoe manufacturers ·seemed to m:ike out so 
monopolies have grown so strong as to be absolutely beyond our comr>lete a case of violation of the antitrust laws that one of the 

ablest .lawyers in i:hc Senate ·expressed himself freely in commenting 
control. .If there is .n.o relation between the price these monop- on it. · 
olie!; pay for w.hat ·others produce and :the .prlce they charge " I think that if these hearings are 'tra.nsmitted to the office of the 
when they corne ·to sell subStn:ntin11y the sa:mc articles, thn Attorney General the Unitecl Shoe Mn.chinery Co. will .have trouble on 

"' its hands," .he remn.xked. 
happiness and even the 'lives of 'our people .have been placed in He did not hesitate to decln.re that the contracts which the Shoe 
their hands. Machinery '.Drust virtually forces ·ma.nu1acturers to sign are invalid. 

lf those 011 the other tside who have ·used this "rgumen·t He declared that the ·slgnature of such contracts in ·some of the States 
.... would be n. crime. 

realize the full force :of whnt they rure saying they ought to be The whole Finance Committee pricked up Its ears and ..took -notice as 
the 'first ones io advocate the opening of world-wide competition, witnesses rec-ited the details of the story of how the :United Shoe Mn.­
in order, 80 far as ,....088ible, ;to break down these merciless mo- chinery Co. 'held the .11hoe manufacturers of i:.his .country in thrn.lldom, 

l.' n.nd how, under the system pursued by the con:wnny in question, the 
nopolies. If natural COill}1etition at home, which would induce foreign manufacturers of shoes, especially the English, got IDuch mare 
chenper selling where there is ·chcnpor buying, is so far n. thing '.fa~or:able treatment than American shoe imannfacturers. 

f t h ~ 11 • The beadng set out to be one in -which the -shoe manufacturers wore 
o the pas t nt <LL.L natural laws are eliminated, the most bcnefi- to tell the Finn.nee Committee why they ought not to be subjected to free 
cent purpose which can possibly be served by the adoption of shoes. nut it hail not got far before the United Shoe Machinery Co. 
this bill is to be found in the adrnisSion of competition 'fuom was run into. The committee found itself much more interested in tlle 

d story of how what is n.lleged to be .trust was keeping the shoe ID1lnu-
abroad an the consequent destruction of these ·monopolies. facturcra in subjection. than it was ·in the simple matter or .duties on 

'l'lle bill under consideration is not too drastic. It will not boots and shoes. . 
cause the sacrifice of n 1arge amount of revenue. ny cutting off 1f the temper displayed at the hearing .to-dny by ·senators who were 
unnecessal"'ll' employees .and ·b'T" businesslike -economies m· ·the told about the shoe machinery .company is any indicn.tion, there will be 

"' .J strenuous demand Jn the Senate for prosecution of the -United Shoe 
iHouse of Representatives alone a saving of about $182,000 per Machinery Co. a.nd for tho testing in ·the courts of the :validity of its 
yenr has been effected. If .that proportion, or anything ·like it, co1¥~~c~.itnesses .before the committee to-day were members of the 
should ·be ·Carried out :through the ather departments the Western Shoe Manufacturers' Association. They came from st. r,ouis, 
$10,000,000 loss of re'\'enue which this bill will cause will be Chicago, Milwaukee, and other shoe manufacturing centers of i:he West. 
mn f1e up .many times 01er in a .manner which will meet the The first one to speak was William D'Oench, •Of St. Louis, of a leading 

shoe company ther:e. Mr. D'Oencll started out to tell the committee 
app:·oval of eYery business man nnd eyery thrifty farmer in the how i:he shoe business had suffered because -the duty had been lowerell 
couutry. on shoes from 25 per cent to 10 and 15 per cent. 

These two measures, in my judgment, constitute the best The witness recited to the committee the list of articles goin.; into 
• i-~ b the manufacture nf .shoes and tho duty on en.ch. 

legiRlnt10n which •.1.41.S een enacted in this Ohnm"ber for many In this connection .Mr. 'D'Oench poirttod out that the English mnnu-
years, and yet they are merely ihe repeal of foTITier legislation. facturor of shoes .had a great .ad:vantage in that 1111 the articles used in 
They merely .restore to the people natural rights which have shoemnking could be imported freo in thn.t country, while here there 
oeen taken away by law. Buckle, the great En!!lish ·<>nthor, were duties imposed on these articles. He cited the case of a certain 

~ " kind of wire, which costs 14 cents in England and 313 cents here. 
asserts that the .best legislation of modern times is thnt which It was nt this point that the ·committee began to learn somethini; 
al>roga..tes former legislation. He is sveaking of .England. In about the operations of the United Shoe Machinery Co. :hfr. D'Oench 
Proof of this statement he cites the corn laws, which =ere was asked why the .American manufacturer did not import the wire, 

" since the English cost plus the duty wn.s 'far less thn.n the American 
•PUSf:ed for the ;purpose 1of ·enabling the English landlord to get cost. 
1higher rents. They '\Vere i1assed witrhout eerious objection, but "1.Ir. D'Oench ·explained i:hat tho United ;Shoe Macllinery Co., which 
•t · <l f th · n l f th 1, 11 t d f he said was a trust, controlled in this matter. The Amenica.n shoe l l'GC]Ulre or ' eir rcDe..u yea.r·~ o - e ilITTues. .kin o .fighting manufacturers signed leases on the machinery of the comjlany .n.nd nt 
in P:1l'liament aI).d a war of classes which cost many li\es. He the same ttme hnd to •use the material furnished by the company. The 
cites the la W'S restricting the freedom ·of the press and the free- company controlled the wire about which lle had been tn.lking. 
dom of speech, and calls attention to the -uears of cffert an ~e "The Shoe Machinery Trust owns practically all the shoe machinery 

.J uu.. in 'this country," said l\Ir. D'Ocncb. 
part of the greatest .English statesmen to i·cpeal those ll:iws. In nnswer to questions, be said it wn.s ·a Boston concern and wn.s 1ln 

It is only within a few yea.rs that our own JJCople have come American ori;n.nizaiion. 
t 1• ·11 th · · 1 f t cti 'h • Senator HEruunx, Senator SMOOT, and others asked if it did not · o rcn ize ow e prmcip e o pro e on can .ue misu:::ec.l. The control the patents to the .machinery in question, and if this control 
•Climnx .was ren.ched by the adoption •of the ·Payne-Aldrich bill, was mot the basis of the alleged monopoly. 
when our people saw thnt specinl :intel'ests were 'in .the saddle "'.!.'he basic 'Patents hn.ve -expired," said the :witness. 

d th t th Ith hi h 11 d b d . t d "'- He then expln.ined that ilie only w:i.y the Anrnrican rmanufacturer an a e vei·y wea w C a een J.Ver e .w:om the could .get shoe machinery was to lease -it from the -Shoe .Machinery 
·mnny to the few wus being used not oul~ ,fa perpetuate ilhe sys- Trust. wnicll at i:he same time furnished the wire and otner pa,ts. 
tern, but io render it ·still more oppressiTC. To plncc the people l\fr. D'Oench said as goocl ma.chines could be got in Ji}urope, but :there 
b l · tr I f th · G t t t · i.~ th was a 4;) per cent duty on them. ac.;: m con o ·o eir own overnmcn , · o se r1gl..l.L · e wrongs Senator sn.r:uo~s asked why ·not abolish the duty. 
they .llav.e suffered, to ·.effect so -far ::rs 1may .be :a more just dis- -••That woula --relieve us very much," -said the wltrress. 
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Senator Sl\IOOT then asked why the American shoe manufacturers did 
not buy English machines and pay the duty. 

" Because the United Shoe Machinery Co. would come into our plants 
and tnke every machine out." 

In the course of the bearing it de\eloped that the shoe manufacturers 
were tied up to the Shoe Machinery Trust by 17-year contracts, that 
th e trust had some machines which the manufacturers could not get in 
Eurnpe, and that unless the GoYernment smashe<l the United Shoe 
Machinery Co.'s alleged monopoly the manutacturers felt they were 

hc~~:sb•oench told of the efforts of Thomas G. Pinnt, of Boston, to 
compete in making shoe machinery with the trust, and how some 
months a~o the trust bought him out. · 

Milton s. Florsbeim, of Chicago, gave other details of the grip the 
Shoe Machinery Trust has on the manufacturer here. He sai<l there 
was no market here for a competing shoe machinery company, because 
the manufacturers of shoes here were tied up by 17-year contracts, an<l 
no capital would go into the business of competing with the shoe ma­
chiner y company. 

:Mr. BARNHART. Therefore, Mr. Chairman, it seems that 
the United Shoe Machinery Co. is protected by a 45 per cent 
tariff wall, and it a>ails itself of this protection to arbitrarily 
fix its own terms as to lease price and conditions to shoe manu­
facturers, who are thereby forced to pay any prices the Shoe 
Machinery Trust imposes. Of course the ultimate consumer­
tlle "earer of the shoes-pays the extravagant profits which 
the United Shoe Machinery Trust admits it is making, and the 
gentleman from Massachusetts has been led into error. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. .Mr. Chairman, I yield 45 minutes to the 
gentleman from Georgia [l\Ir. HARDWICK]. [Applause.] 

Mr. HARDWICK. Mr. Chairman, in opening the debate in 
opposition to the pending bill, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
MANN], the brilliant leader of the minority, after criticizing the 
language of the :free-list bill, undertook to say that up to the 
present time the legislati>e program of the Democratic Party 
in this body consisted solely of warmed-over Republican legis­
lation. 

The gentleman had reference, of course, to the resolution 
proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the United 
Stutes s.o as to provide for the election of United States Sena­
tors by the direct >ote of the people and to the bill providing 
that there should be publicity of campaign contributions and 
expenditures before as well as after the election. When the 
gentleman took the position that the Democratic Party, in pre­
senting these measures, was merely tracking Republican foot­
steps, he disregarded the record and the facts. 

The Democratic national platform of 1n04 and 1908 contained 
a clear-cut demand for an amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States so as to provide for the election by the peo­
ple of United States Senators, and I ha>e yet to read in any 
Republican platform of either of the years I haye specified, or 
in any other yep.r, where that party has taken such a position. 

Mr. l\.IADDEN. Mr. Chairman, wiil the gentleman yield for 
a question? 

Mr. HARDWICK. Certainly. 
l\Ir. MADDEN. Is it nqt a fact, ho\\e>er, that the Repub­

licans did through the Congress pass such resolutions or bills 
prior to the coming in of the Democratic Party at this time? 

.Mr. HARDWICK. It is riot a fact. On three separate oc­
casions in recent years joint resolutions to so amend the Con­
stitution of the United States have passed a Republican 
IIouse-

Mr. MADDEN. I mean the House. 
l\fr. HARDWICK. And eyery time they met an ·untimely 

death at the hands of a Republican Senate. [Applause on the 
Democrntic side.] 

l\Ir. l\IADDEN. The gentleman will not deny they were in­
troduced in the House by Republicans and passed by Repub­
licans. 

Mr. HARDWICK. And by Democrats ns well; but the Re­
publicans, it must be remembered, Mr. Chairman, not only con­
trolled the House, but the Senate, a:t;J.d what they gave the 
people with one hand they took from them with the other. 
Moreover, Mr. Chairman, in hii:; opening speech the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. MANN] contended that in presenting the 
Rucker bill to &mend the law relative to publicity of election 
contributions and expenditures so as to require publicity be­
fore as well as after the election we were simply tracking Re­
publican legislation. The fact is precisely otherwise. In the 
Democratic platform of lDOS there was a plain, clean-cut de­
mand for this publicity legislation. The demand was specific 
that the legislation should include publicity before as well as 
after the election. I hn>e yet to read in the Republican plat­
form of mos or in that of any other year where that party 
indorsed this legislation in any form. . 

Mr. :MADDEN. What difference does it make about the de­
mand if the fact obtained? 

Mr. HARDWICK. None, if the fact did obtain. Let me 
tell the House what the facts were in reference to this legis-

lation, and then our good friend from Illinois [Mr. MADDEN] 
will understand how unmerited is the criticism that his bril­
liant colleague, the leader of the minority, has ventured to 
make on this floor in reference to the subject. In the last 
Congress we did pass through a Republican House what was 
generally known as the l\IcCnll campaign publicity bill, and I 
happen to know that that bill was literally forced out of an 
unwilling Ilepublican committee and through a reluctant Re­
publican House on account of the political exigencies of the 
hour anc.1 because of the attitude of a nepublican President. I 
know something of these facts, been use I served for years on 
the committee that perfected and reported tllis measure. The 
bill, as the House committee reported it, provided for publicity 
in respect to these campaign contributions and expenditures 
before election as well as after, and it passed the House in 
that form, and when it went to a Republican Senate, that 
body, in the exercise of that infallible wisdom for which it is 
noted, saw fit to provide that the publicity should be had 
after the election was all over--

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota rose. 
Mr. HAUDWIOK. The gentleman will pardon me for a mo­

ment-and saw fit to provide that the stable should be locked 
after the horse was stolen, to use a homely but forceful phrase, 
and in conference this House was forced to accer>t the Senate's 
position, and did accept it on tbe theory thnt half a loaf is 
better than none; and that the bill, as amended by a Republican 
Senate, wns at least a step, although a very short one, in the 
right direction. Yet tlle brilliant gentlcmnn from Illinois, the 
able leader of the minority, has ventured to state that in pre­
senting this measure in the exact form in which it is demanded 
by tlle Democratic national platform, and in a \ery different 
form from what a Repul>lican Senate forced us to accept in the 
last Congress, that we arc simply presenting warmed-over Re­
public:m legislation. God save the mark I I now yield to the 
gentleman from South Dakota. 

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Is not the criticism of the 
gentleman upon another body rather than upon this House, 
nnd in that connection I would like to remind the gentleman 
that when the gentleman from North Carolina [Ur. KrTcrrrn] 
opened the debate on the Canadian reciprocity bill, I think in 
the first paragraph of his speech-and it can be verified if the 
speech is ever revised and published ; I think it hns not been 
published yet-he stated, and got glory out of the fnct, as he 
said, that a Democratic House had done more in the few short 
weeks of the se8sion than the Republicans had done in 10 
years, while I find, upon looking up the recoru--

Mr. HARDWICK. I would 11refer that the gentlem:rn make a 
speech in his own timo, as I do uot wish him to take up too 
much of my time--

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. I wish to say that three 
times a Hepublican House has done the same tlling- -

.Mr. HAilDWICK. I haYe just stated the facts to the Horn;:e, 
both in regard to the election of Senn tors and to the c:i wp:1 ign 
publicity law, and if the Republican Party can get any glory 
out of its record in both the House and the Senate on these 
questions. it is entirely welcome to do it. 

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. It never passed a Demo­
cratic House at any time when you had it. 

Mr. ADAMSON. We had better Democrntic Represcntatircs 
in the House than in the Senate--

The CHAIRMAN. Gentlemen who desire to ask qucstionA 
must firRt n<lclress the Chair. 

Mr. HAilDWICK. No; these propositions wero not presented 
in Congress during Clevel:md's administration R beca us ' tl.ie 
abuses 'vhich have formed public sentiment ou these qneHtiuns 
l!ad not tlleu occurred. So much for that. 

Mr. HAHDY. If tlle gentleman will permit, I just want to 
suggest to the gentleman that he has omitted the important fact 
that after this Congress adjourned and the campaign was in 
progress the Democratic executive committee clid put that into 
operation and published the contributions before election, wllile 
the leaders of the Republican Party absolutely refused to com­
ply with that suggestion. 

Mr. HARDWICK. The gcntlem:rn may, of courRe, be right 
about that. I do not recall. The question I am discussing iH 
the political record of the two parties in both Houses of Con-
gress in reference to this legislation. · 

Now, Mr. Chairman, after an unwarranted criticism of the 
Democratic performance in this House, which criticism I have 
already alluded to, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. l\IANN J 
then launched into an extremely technical and llypcrcri t ic:il 
analysis of the language of the pending lJill. I ventnre the 
statement that any one of the rc,·enue laws 1mssoo by eitlwr 
party during any Congress can be taken as a basis, and criti­
cisms equally as superrefined, equally as technical, and equally 
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as worthless as those made by the . gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. MANN] can be macle of its language. The gentleman com­
plnins that the language of this bill is too broad. Mr. Chair­
man, this bill gives to American consumers, and to tho toiling 
masses whose backs have been burdened for many weary years, 
some relief-relief to whlch they are most justly entitled, ac­
cording to my opinion. If it should happen that decisions in 
the Treasury Department, or in the courts, should broaden the 
language even beyoncl our construction, then tlle first and most 
important result will be that the benefits of this measure will 
be increased and the burdens of those who toil still further 
lightened. 

Mr. Chairman, in the early days of the Republic no statesman 
ever dared to assert, and no political party to contend., that 
taxation, either direct or indirect, was a blessing in <lisguise, 
and that the more you taxed a people the happier they were an<l 
the more prosperous they became. It has remained for latter­
day, for Re1mblican, statesmanship to advance thnt •cry re­
markable contention. In the early clays protection wns jnslified 
and defended on two grounds: lJ'irst, it was contended that it 
was necessary to build up and diversify our infant iuclustl'ies; 
and, second, it was contended that when foreign cornvetition 
was shut out, either in whole or in part, by a tariff wnll, domes­
tic production would be stimulated and that incrense<l cowveti­
tion between more numerous proclucers would keep down -prices 
to the consumer. 

In order that we may keep our history straight, and in order 
thn.t the House and the country may understan<l how accurate 
is the statement I have mncle of the cnse for protection, I wish 
to now cite a few authorities on the...:e two points. Before I do 
so let mo digress for just a moment while I commend to my 
Republican brethren Alexander Hamilton's contention about 
whet~er the consumer or the importer paid the cluty, made at 
the time when Mr. Hamilton was strougly contending that in 
most cases the consumer paid tlle tariff, and therefore the tariff 
duties ought to go into the Common Treasury, and not into the 
trcnsury of the importing States. In No. 35 of the Federalist 
Mr. Hamilton said : ' 

.Snpposo, us bas been contomled for, the Federal power of taxation 
were to be confined to duties on imports, it is evident that tlle Govern­
ment, for want of being able to command other resources would fre­
quently be tempted to extend these duties to :m injurious extent 

'Iherc are persons who ima;;ine tllcy can nov-er be carried to too great 
n length,. since the higher tuoy arc tho more, it ls alleged, they win 
tend to discourage an extravagant consumption, to produce a favorable 
balance o! trade, nnd to promote domestic manufactures. But all ex­
tremes are pernicious .in various ways. Exorbitant duties on imports 
would bc~et n general spirit or smuggling, which is always prejudicial 
to tllc fair trauc and eventually to tile re"\'cnuc t:lriff itself; u10y tend 
to rencler other classes of the community tributary in an improper 
degn~e 1.o the manufacturing, to whom they give a premature monopoly 
of tile markets ; they sometimes force industry out of its more natural 
channels into others, in which it flows with less ad>antage; and, in the 
last place, they oppress the merchant, who is often obliged to pay 
them himself, without any contribution from the consumer. 

When a demand is equal to the quantity of goods at market, the con­
sumer generally pays the duty. but when the markets happen to be over­
stocl{ed a. great proportion falls upon the merchant, and sometimes not 
only exhausts his profits, but breaks in upon his capital. I am apt to 

. think that n division of the clnty between tho seller and the buyer moro 
often happens tban is commonly imagined. It is not always possible to 
raise ~~e pri~e of a col!lmodity in exact pi·op_ortioz:i to every additional 
imposition laid upon it. Tho merchant, especially rn a country of small 
commercial capital, ls often under a necessity of keeping prices down 
in order to secure a more expeditious sale. 

The maxim that the consumer is the payer is so much oftener true 
tban the rever::;e of tho proposition that it is far more equitable that 
the 1lnties on imports should go into u common stock than that they 
should redounu to the exclusive benefit of the importing States. 

This is almost precisely the Democratic contention of to-day, 
nnd yet it '\\US Alexander Hamilton's admission when he was 
giving his reasons why this revenue from tariff should be gi-ren 
to the Federal Government and not to the States. 

To illustrate tho statement I hin·e made of the case for pro­
tection, I now call your attention to certain statements made by 
Alexander Hamilton, Henry Clay, James G. Illnine, John Sher­
man, and Andrew Carnegie. I first read from Mr. Hamilton's 
famous report on manufactm·es, made to the Congress of tho 
United States DecernbGr 5, 1701: 

This is anotbel" and an efficacious means of encouraging national 
manufactures; but, in general, it is only fit to be employed wllen u 
manufacture has made such progress ancl is in so many bands ns to 
insnre a due competition and an adequate .supply on reasonable terms 
Of duties egnivalcnt to prollibitions there are examples in the laws of 
the united States, and there ar.e other cases to which the principle may 
bo advantageously extended, but they arc not numerous. 

\gain, he says on the subject o.f domestic competition in this 
same r:eport: 

But, though it wero true that tho immediate and certain e1Icct of 
regulations controll1ng the competition of foreign with domestic fabrics 
wall an increase of price, it is universally true that the contrary is the 
ultimate · effect with every successful manufacture. When a domestic 
llULDUfacturo lrns attained to perfection and has engaged in the prosecu­
tion of it a competent number: of nersons, it invariably becomes cheaper. 
lleing free from the heavy charges which attend the importation o:f 

foreign commoditles, it can be a1Iorded, and accordingly seldom never 
fails, to be sold cheaper in process of time than was the foreign articles 
for which it is a substitute. The internal competition which takes place 
soon does away with everything like monopoly and by degrees reduces 
the price of the ar.ticle ta the minimum of a. reasonable profit on tho · 
capital employed. This accords with the reason of the thing and with 
experience. · 

Let me next invite your attention to the arguments allnmced 
in support of the protection system by one of its most distill-_ 
guished ancl most brilliant advocates. In an elaborate und able 
exposition of what he wns pleased to term the "American 
system," Henry Clay, of Kentucky, in the Senate of tho United 
Stutes, in February, 1832, said : 

This brings me to consider what I apprehend to hav-e been the most 
efilcirmt of all tho causes in the reduction of the prices of manufactured 
articles, and that is competition. Ily competition the total amount of 
the supply is increased and by increase of the supply a competition in 
the sale ensues, and this enables the consumer to buy at lower rates. 
Of all human powers operating on the affairs of mankind, none is 
greater. than that of competition. It is action and reaction. It operatcs­
between individuals in the sc.me nation and between different nations. 
It resembles the meeting of the mountain torrent, grooving, by its pre­
cipitous motion, ita own channel, and ocean's title. Unopposed it sweeps 
m-erytbin_g before it. but. counterpoised, the waters become calm, (iafe, 
and regumr. It is like the segments of a circle or an' arch ; taken sep­
arately eacll is nothing, but in their combination they produce eillcacy, 
symmetry, and perfection . Ily the American system this "\'ast power 
has been excitcu in America and brought into being to act in coopera­
tion or collLion with European industry. Europe acts within itself and 
with America, and America acts within itself and with Europe. Tho 
consc11uencc is the reduction of prices in both hemispheres. 

He-nr Mr. C1ay again, in the Senate, speaking on the same 
subject : 

Competition, tllerofore, whcrev-er e:tisting, whether. at home or abroad, 
is the present cause of cheapness. If a high duty excites production 
at home and the quantity of the domestic article exceeds the amount 
which had bean previously imported, the price will fall. 

Mr. Illnine, in his Twenty Years of Congress, says : 
Protection in tho perfection of its design docs not invite competition 

from abroarl, but is based on the contrary principle that competitiCJn at 
home "·ill always prevent monopoly on the part of tho capitalist, assure 
good wages to the laboring man, and defend the consumers against evil 
extortion. 

In 1889 John Sherman said: 
'.rhe primary object of a protective tariff is to secure tho fullest com­

petition by inuivilluals and corporations in domestic production. If 
such individuals- or corporations combine to nclT'ance tho price of- tho 
domestlc product and to pre>ent the free result of open and fair com­
petition, I would, without a moment's hesitation, reduce the duties of 
foreign goods competing with them in order to break down the combi­
nation. 

1\lr. Andrew Carnegie is quoted in the American l\fanufac­
turer, of Pittsburg, under date of July 25, 1884, as saying : 

We are the creatures of the tarifi', and if e>er the steel manufac­
turers here attempt to control or have nny J?ene~nl understanding 
among them, the tarifl'. would not exist one session of Congress. '.rhe 
theory of protection is that homo competition will soon reduce the price 
of the product so it will yield only the usual profit; any understanding 
among us would simply attempt to defeat this. There never has been 
nor ever will be such an understanding. 

Lower prices, which Mr. Hamilton claimed would result from 
a protective-tariff system, may have accorded iu tho "reason 
of things" us things appeared to him; it may have accorded 
with ·experience up to 1701, though I doubt it, but no living 
man, be he Democrat or Republican, can truthfully ancl can­
didly say that it nccords with either tho reason of things or 
with experience up to and including 1911. Is the reduction of 
prices which Hamilton and Clay, Blaine and Sherman pre­
dicted the shibboleth on which tho American people commenced 
the work in 1910 of driving the Republican Party from power 
by giving to us control of this House? Has Mr. Carnegie's 
confident prediction that "there nm·er has been nor eve-r '\\i1l 
be such an undcrstancling " among the manufacturers been 
borne out by subsequent results, e-ren in the steel industry? 
How many, or how few, yen.rs elapsed before we find this 
same king of the steel industry selling out to a trust for cnsh 
:incl bonds ancl retiring from active industrial life in America 
to become the " Lai.rel of Skibo " in a foreign land? 

Let me next invite your cnreful consideration of the all-im­
portant question as to whether or not the experience of this 
country hus demonstrated the truth or falsity of the contention 
of the protectionists that a high ta.rift', by stimulating domestic 
production, increases domestic competition ancl thereby ulti­
mately reduces tho price of the protected. article to the con­
sumer. Before I do so, however, permit me to call your atten­
tion to a. brief sumD11lry of the tariff history of this country. 

It is true that even from tho beginning of our Government 
tariff clutics that were moro or less protective were levied and 
collected, and yet it is also true that the amount of protection 
affordcu thereby was usually relati ely insignificant up to tho 
time of our Civil War. The actual rate of duty collected under 
our first tariff law averaged only about 7! per cent. This was 
under the law of 1790, and even. up to the year 180S the average 
of duties collected upon imports did not exceed 13 p~r ccpt. 
The embargo act of 1808 and the War of 1812 resulted in the 
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rapid growth of .American manufactures, and the necessity of 
protecting them to some extent, when they were real infants, 
from a foreign competition was strongly urged, and at the close 
of the War of 1812 seems to have appealed to statesmen of all 
parties and all sections, but even the tariff of 1812, which wn.:s 
considered a remarkably high tariff, levied only an average duty 
of about 20 per cent. Under the tariff of 1824 the duties aver­
aged from 25 per cent to 33 per cent. The one exception of the 
general rule in the early days of the Republic was the tariff of 
1828, generally known throughout the country as the tariff of 
abominatious, which imposed duties averaging 48.88 per cent, 
and which was finally superseclcd by the tariff of 1832, which 
practically restored the rate of duty carried in the tariff laws 
of 1824. The compromise tariff of 1833 provided that all duties 
in which the tariff exceeded 20 per cent were to have one-tenth 
of such excess taken off on June 1, 1834, one-tenth more on 
January 1, 1838, nncl another tenth on January 1, 1840. It 
further provided that on January 1, 1842, one half of the re­
mainder of such excess was to be removed and on July 1, 184.2, 
the other half of the remainder of such excess was to be re­
moved, so that on July 1, 1842, the average ad valorem tariff 
rate would be 20 per cent. 

The Whig tariff law of 1832 carried an average ad valorem 
duty of 32 per cent, and the Democratic tariff law of 1846, 
commonly known as the Walker tariff law, carried an average 
tariff duty of 25 per cent, which was still further reduced by 
the act of 1857 to an average of about 18 per cent. The Morrill 
tariff law of 1862 increased the duties to an average of 37.2 per 
cent, and the war tariff of 1864 raised this average to 47.6 per 
cent. Between this. period and the enactment of the McKinley 
law in 1800 there were many changes in regard to various 
schedules and subjects, and usually these were in the direction 
of more protection to the manufacturer. The McKinley law of 
1890 still further raised the duties until the average was more 
than 50 per cent, where they remained until the Wilson bill 
of July 1, 1897, reduced them to about 42 per cent. Under the 
Dingley law of 1897 the duties were again increased to an 
average of 44.6 per cent, and under the Payne law of 1909 they 
were still further increased to an average of 45.72 per cent, if 
we may accept the figures at that time made by Mr. Evans, the 
accurate and painstaking clerk o:t the Ways and Means Com­
mittee of the Sixty-first Congress. 

So that it appears from the foregoing statement that our 
manufacturers and producers have had most liberal "protec­
tion," al.most without a break and certainly without a serious 
check, in the upward march in the rate of duties since the period 
of our Civil ·war. It now becomes pertinent to revert to the in­
quiry I have just suggested, to wit: \Vhat has been the effect 
upon prices? Has competition kept them down, or has combina­
tion among our protected. manufacturers and producers throttled 
competition and elcYate<l prices? 

In tbe year 1903 one of the most distinguished gentlemen who 
ever servccl in this Honse, a staunch Republican and n loyal pro­
tectionist, .Mr. Littlefield, of Maine, put into the Co:NGRESSIONAL 
RECORD n list of 793 trusts, with n total capitalization of over 
$14,000,000,000. Of the trusts "discovered" by Congressman 
Littlefield, 430, representing oYer nine billions of capital, were 
classed. as industrial combinations. 

Census Bulletin No. 22, issued by the Bureau of the Census, 
Department of Commerce and Labor, in 1900, gave a list of 183 
"industrial combinations," with n total authorized capital of 
$3,607,539,200. Of these 183 trusts, 7 were formed in the year 
1897, 20 in 1898, 79 in 1809, ancl U In 1000 prior to June RO of 
that year. Nearly two-thirds of these trusts were therefore 
formed in the three years immediately following the passage of 
the Dingley tariff law. 

In his interesting book cnlled The Truth About the Trusts, 
published in March, 1904, l\1r. John l\foody gives n list of 318 
important, active, industrial trusts, with a capitalization of. 
$7,246,342,533. Of tbeM 318 trusts, 236 were capitalized at 
about $6,000,000,000, and were incorporated subsequent to Jan­
uary 1, 1898. So that it would appear that trust combination 
received its first splendid impetus through the Dingley tariff 
law. 

Let me give you another list of just a few of the larger trusts, 
taken from the splendid work of Mr. Franklin Pierce, of the 
New York bar, The Tariff and the Trusts, published in 1907: 

The ?Jent Trust, a combination of tbq_ National ~acklng Co., Armour 
& Co. Swift & Co., John P . Squire & Co .. Schwarzschild & Sulzberger 
Co., St. Louis Dressed Reef & Provision Co., Northern Packing & l'ro· 
vision Co., Libby, Uc 'eill & Libby, protected by 2 cents a pound on beef 
and pork and 5 cents a pound on bacon and barn, practically controlling 
the wbole market and fixing the price on the domestic product at a 
prlce equnl to tbat of 18GO, when uutchcrs slaughtered animals by band 

• and availed themselves In no way of the by-products. This trust ls 
also protected on most of its by-product!.'1. 

'l'be Stand.ard Oil Co., controlling 20 different companies, with an 
authorized capital1zation of $102,000,000, protected on many of its by. 

products by heavy duties and by rebates on Its imported tin cans of 
!)9 p,er cent of the duty. 

'Ihe American Linseed Co .. comhlning 47 different companies, with 
an authorized capital stock of $50,000,000, repre~enting 85 per cen~ of 
the linseed-oil production o.f the United States, and under the domrna-
tion of the Standard Oil Co. . 

The National Lead Co., with an authorized capital stock of $30 -
000,000, comprising :.!G plants, and under the domination of the Stand­
ard 011 Go. 

The United Lead Co., combining 10 different companies, and also 
under the domination of the Standard Oil Co. 

The American Sugar Refining Co., controlling u5 different companiesi 
representing 70 to 00 per cent of the product, with a total cal)ital lssuea 
of the parent and affiliated companies of $145,000,000. 

The International Harvester Co., controllin"' G plants, with an au­
thorized capitalization of $120,000,000, controlling 70 per cent of the 
industry. 

The American Ilrass Co., with an authorized capitalization of 
$20,000,000, and controlling !) plants. 

The American Thread Co.. with an · authorized capitalization of 
$12,000,000, owning or controlling 13 different plants, controlling 50 per 
cent of the Industry. 

The Casein Co. of America known ns the Milk Sugar Trust, with a 
total capital Issued of $G,4!:>2,ooo, owning 5 different plants and con­
trolling 70 per cent of the industry. 

The Chicago Pneumatic 'l'ool Co., w ith a capitalization of about 
$8,000,000, owning 7 plants and conh·olling 80 per cent of the in­
dustry. 

The Central Foundry Co., known as the Soil-Pipe Trust, with a capi­
talization of $14,000,000, owning 13 plants and controlling 80 per cent 
of the industry. 

The Diamond l\fatch Co., with an authorized capital stock of $15,-
000,000, owning 18 plants and controlling 85 per cent of the indnstry. 

The International Steam Pump Co., known as the Steam Pump '!'rust, 
with an authorized capital of $25,000,000, owning 8 plants and con­
trolling 80 per cent of the product. 

The General Chemical Co., with an authorized capital of $25,000,000, 
controlling 70 per cent of the trade and 24 chemicnl plnnts. 

The American Woolen Co., with a capital of $2u,OOO 000 preferred 
stock and $40,000,000 common stock, having about HO pfants and con­
trolling upward of GO per cent of the sales. 

The California Fruit Canners' Association, with a capital stock of 
about $3,500,000, including 18 different fruit companies and controlling 
G5 per cent of the trade. 

The Glucose Trust, controlling 5 companies, with 20 plants, including 
the National Starch Co. and the Illinois Su~ar Refining Co., having an 
authorized capital stock of $30,000,000 preferred and $50.000,000 com­
mon stock nnd controlling a large part of the sales in the United States . 
. The Candy Trust, with a capital stock of $0,000,000, incluulng 16 

different plants and controlling over' 55 per cent of the sales of candy. 
The National Enameling & Stamping Co., having a capital stock of 

$30 000 000 and controlling l3 plants and GG per cent of tbe industry. 
T'he Glassware Trust, with an authorized capital stock of about 

$G,l:i00,000, having 1!) plants anEl controlling about 70 per cent of the 
sales of glassware. 

'J.'be Ilubber Goods Manufacturing Co., having a capital stock of 
$50,000,000 and 17 plants, and controlling about <.iO per cent of the 

sa~~e United Ilutton Co., having a capital stock of $3,000,000 and con­
trolllng R plants. 

The JEolian Weber Piano & Pianola Co., having a capital stock of 
$10,000,000 and owning 12 plants. 

Tbe Allis-Chalmers Co., known as the Machinery Trust, having a 
capital stock of about $3G,2GO,OOO, controllln;:i- 4 large plants and 50 
pe1· cent of the trade. 

The American A~rlcultun1l Chemical Co., · known as the Fertilizer 
Trust, being closely allied with the American Tin Plat~ Co., and having 
a capital of $88,000,000 and 123 plants, and controllmg auout 75 per 
cent of the trade. 

The American Cement Co .. known ns the CPment Trust, having a cap­
ital of about $2,000,000 nnd controlllng U plnnts. 

'.fhe American Cotton Oil Co .. known as the Cotton Oil Trust, having 
a capital stock of ahout $4R:~.ooo,ooo and 80 plants, and controlling 
about G5 per cent of the industry. 

The American Felt Co., known aR the Felt :l'rn Rt, having a capital of 
about $4,000,000 and 5 plants, and controlling al>out GO per cent of tlie 
industry. 

The American Gluc Co., having a capital stock of about $8,000,000 
and {) plants, and controlling Gfi per cent of tbc indu stry. 

The American Hide & Leather Co., having a capital stock of about 
$32,000,000 and 22 plants, and controlling about <.iO per cent of the 
industry. 

The American Radiator Co., having an authorized capital stock of 
about $10,000,000 and 12 plants,, and controlling 80 per cent of the 
industry. 

The .American Seeding Machine Co., known as the Seeding Machine 
'.rrust, baying an authorized capital of $15,000,000 an-d G plants, and 
controlling flO per crmt of the trade. 

The /1. merkan Sewer Pipe Co., having an authorized capital of 
$8,000,000 and controlling from 40 to 50 per cent of the industry. 

In the elaborate report presented by Senator LODGE, of Massa­
chusetts, to the Senate on June 23, 1910, in behalf of the Select 
Committee of the Senate on Wages and Prices of Commodities, 
under the subhead "Combinations and associations," it is ad­
mitted by the majority members of the Senate committee that 
the country is teeming with trusts and industrial combinations, 
and tbat every line of business a.nd iildustry is honeycombed 
with them. 

Without multiplying words or extending the investigation 
further on this particular point, I think we can safely conc1ude 
what everyone with any common sense or with any experience 
or observation knows, and everyone with any candor or sin­
cerity concedes, that the domestic competition that was prom­
ised us years ago by advocates of the protective system has 
utterly broken down and failed, nnd that in its stend we have 
enthroned industrial and trust combinations of spectacular size, 
without precedent or parallel in the history of our own or any 
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other country. Competition bas died an untimely death at the 
llan<ls of combination and monopoly extorts from the consuming 
public the utmost farthing that can be wrung from necessity. 

Let me observe here tl.rnt, in the face of well-established facts, 
apologists for the protective system often assert that free-trade 
England is ns badly infested with trusts as protected America. 
On this subject, I desire to quote briefly from the very inter­
esting address of Mr. Byron W. Holt, of New York, made in the 
year 1D07 at Chicago, Ill., at the conference on t rusts and com-
1.Jina tions : 

The Industrial Commission, a Republican partisan protectionist body 
of the most pronounced type, sent Prof. J. ,V. Jenks to Europe to 
find as many trusts there as pos ible. He found 35 so-called trusts. in 
I·~n gland with a total cnpital of $460,000,000, or less than one-third 
tha t of 'our pet Steel Trust: He quoted tables from Liefman's boolc, 
showinrr that there had been 345 trusts in Germany, and that from 230 
to ~GO "were in existence there in 18!)7. He stated that " in Eni:;_land 
the movement t oward corpbinat ion has not gone so far as in either 
Anstrin or Germany "- hoth highly protected countries. He stated 
that the Eu(;lish trus ts have lmt little water. in the capitalizatioJ'.!. as 
compared with American trusts; that the English trusts have bad little 
or no effect in advancing- prices; and that the (then) recent sl ight ad­
vance in priccR waR " due in good part to the increase in the prices of 
the ra"°" materials." In Germany he found that many of the trusts, 
taking advantage of the high-tariff duties, bad advanced prices very 
much. This wn.s particularly true of the Iron and Steel Trusts and or 
the Sui:;-ar Trust, or cartel, both of which pattern after our much larger 
trusts and sell goods for export much below the borne prices. 

Other writers fincl even fewer trusts in England than did Prof. J enks. 
1\lr. \Vilbelm llcrdrow, a German economist, says in the May, 1899, 
Forum: 

"As far as England is concerned, it must be admitted that the trust 
system has as yet found l>ut tardy acceptance in that country. This 
Is doubtless due in some degTee to the thorough appreciation of t he 
principle of free trade. for it is well known that tbe largest trnsts 
ure powerless unless their interests are secured by a protective tariff 
excluding- from the whole market the product of foreign countries." 

Ur. Thomas Scanlon, of Liverpool, writing of trusts in England, said : 
" It can not be said that we suffer in any appreciable degree from 

combinations of producers to keep up prices." 
These and other authorities virtually agree that, instead of the 

price-raising, Congress-controlling, law-defying, bulldozing. and all­
powerful taritl' monsters with which we are familiar in this country, 
the so-called trusts of England a.re really only harmless syndicates, 
with little or no control over prices. They exist not because they have 
any monopoly, but because production can be carried on more economi­
cally on a large than a small scale. If they attempt to control 
prices, as did the recently formed Soap Trust, tbev commit what,_ in 
England, ls regarded as the unpardonable sin. The Soap Trust endured 
but a few short weeks. A really free people would not stand. for one 
month the robbery of any one of our scores of plundering tariff trusts. 

The' testimony is overwhelming that trusts do not flourish in free­
trade England as they do in pt·otected America, Germany, and the 
United States. Nowhere, outside of the Republican Campaign Book 
and of the organs of protection, published by organizations suppor ted 
by the protected interests, ls it even pretended that England bas trusts 
comparable to those in this conntry. These organs brazenly disregard 
and defy all known facts. Thus the Republican Text Book of 1900 
said : 

"England bas no tar11J', and trusts exist and flourish in free-trade 
England-trusts more monstrous than any that we know anything 
about." 

The mons trous tru sts. it wns said, "are solely, thoroughly, and 
al>solutely the product of the Cohdenlte free tradt'." 

The .American Bconomist, or;;an of the l'rotective Tariff League, on 
October 18, 1D07, says : 

" Former Gov. Douglas savs the only way to save this country from 
the truRts is to cut down the tariff. Douglas would have o. terrible 
time telling the British people how they were to get out of the clutches 
of the trusts. They are in the clu~chcs more than the people of the 
United States, and they have no t a nff to cut down." 

I hesitate to say that the writers of these statements knew them to 
be false and that they deliberately distort and falsify facts and fi gures 
in order to deceive the voters and to prolong our accursed tariff syst0.m. 
I prefer to credit such mii; rcpresentntions to the overzealous efforts of 
protection fanatics who hones tly believe that foreign trade and com­
merce is a curse and who would like to see each country surrounded 
by walls of fire. 

That we have the trusts with us, and with us at eyery turn, 
can neither be denied nor doubted. It seems to me equally 
undeniable nnd undoubted thnt the effect of these combinations 
is and bas been necesEnrily and naturally to raise the prices of 
the products they control. In tlle report of the select committee 
of the Sennte on Wages nnd Prices of Commodities, already re­
ferred to, there is this statement, quoted from page 11 of the 
majority report : 

Wholesale prices in the United States in 190!), as measured by the 
prices of the 2u7 commodities included in the price index number of 
the United States Bureau of Labor, advanced 3 per cent over 1!)08 
and 14.5 per cent over lDOO. The price in lflOD, however, was 2.3 per 
cent below the high point reached in 1!)07. Beginning with September, 
1908, wholesale prices increased month by month without a break until 
1\1arch, 1!)10. In March, 1!)10, prices were 21.1 per cent higher than 
the averng-e for the year moo and 18.5 per cent above the price in 
March, lDOO. 

Quoting again from the excellent speech of Mr. Holt in 1907 : 
Since 1897, and especially since 18DD, tbe prices of trust products 

have been maintained at extremely high points. Because of excellent 
crops, sold at good prices, this country bas been prosperous since 18!)7. 
nut the protected trusts have skimmed the cream of our prosperity 
ond have left only the skimmed milk for workingmen and farmers. 
Money wages have risen, but tardily and slowly, and on ly about half 
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as much as has the cost of living. The prices of farm products, until 
this year , had risen less than had the prices of most manufactured 
goods. · 

The average r ise of prices is best shown by Dun's index numbers. 
These include tbe prices of 350 commodities and give a weight in 
accordance with its importance in consumption. On J uly 1, 18!)7, 
Dun's index number was 72,455 ; on March 1. 1907, it was 10!),913, 
showing an a tl vance in average prices since 1897 of 51.7 per cent. By 
April 1, 1907, there bad been a decline of about 2 per cent. For some 
reaso.n Dun's figures , which until then bad been published· regularly 
for 30 years, have not been published since April. It will be r ecalled 
tbat, because of the cold spring the prices of cotton, wheat , corn, oats, 
etc., rose r apidly during April. Possibly there was some connection 
between these two facts . Possibly the publication of these cost-of-living 
figures was "accelerating public sentiment" in the wrong direction~ 
for the trusts. It is worth noting that one year previously the Depart­
ment of Commerce and Labor at Washington suddenly ceased to pub­
lish :Qnn's telltale figures in its monthly reports. There was consider­
able of o. "spread " uetwecn Dun 's and the Government's figurt's of 
prices, and the spread was growing rapidly. These coincidences may 
have bad nothing to do with the stoppage of the most scientifically 
constructed cost-of-living figures ever published. Regardless of eco­
nomic or polltical consequences, we earnestly hope that Dun's Review 
will soon continue to ~ive to the world the benefit of its price tables. 

Bradstreet's less sc1entifically constructed figures show an increaso 
in wholesale prices of 5G per cent from July 1, 18!)8, to March 1, 1!)07. 
The figures of the Labor Bureau at Washington show that whole ·ale 
prices averaged 40.G per cent higher in 1!)06 than in 18!)7. They show 
tha.t retail prices of food averaged 15.7 per cent higher in 1906 than for 
the 10 years from 1890 to 18!)!). These Government figures are very 
unRntisfactory and are evidently made to order. Almost any kind, and 
almost all kinds, of retail prices can be obtained, even on different 
strc ts of the same city. They afford excellent opportunity for tricl.( 
juggling. It is fair to assume .that these opportunities have been 
utilized. We know that the statistics of the census, so far as they rela to 
to wages and manufacturt's--cspccially in the protected industries-are 
juggled so that they are almost worthless. 

If is reasonably certain that the price level in this country is now 
between 50 per cent and 60 per cent higher than it was 10 years ago. 
It is not pretended that all of this advance should be credited to the 
Dingley tariff and its brood of trusts. The Labor Bureau report of last 
spring suggested that "internal revenue and tariff acts have in a 
marked degree affected prices by helping them to move upward." This 
is undoubtedly true. About how much of the advance should be credited 
to the tariff anrl trusts can be learned from a comparison of our price 
figures with those of England, where there are no protective duties and 
no tariff trusts. 

8auerbcck's index numbers advanced 35.1 per cent from July, 1896, 
to March, 1!)07-from fi0.2 per cent to 80 per cent. The index number 
of the London Economist advanced 37.G per cent from the end of 1897 
to March, 1!)07. Since March last it has declined rapidly and is now 
only 30 per cent higher than in 1897. Its figures in 1897 were 1,890, 
and on October 1, 1907, 2,457. 

It is evident from these figures that during the last 10 years prices 
have risen about 55 per cent in this country and 35 per cent in Eng'land. 

The 35 per cent ad1 ance is undoul>tedly due to the depreciation of 
gold. A similar advance has occurred in a ll countries. The greater 
advance in this country, Canada, and Japan can fairly be credited t o 
the higher tariffs of these countries and to the protected trusts. 

That we now llave the highest prices that this country has 
kuown in many years, and tlle highest prices in the world, is 
so well known that it does not seem to me to require much 
elaboration. The people of the United States understand it 
tolerably well and punished the Republican Party in November, 
1910, for its failure to keep faith with them by reducing the 
tar iff and thereby lessening the cost of lh-ing. 

Thnt the trusts are here and that high prices are with us also 
is not merely a coincidence. Tllese facts bear the relation to 
eacll other of cause and effect. On this subject let me quote 
briefly from the report of the Senate committee already re­
ferred to : 

The fact that prices of some of the commodities manufactured by the 
industrial combinations have not advanced as much as llave commodities 
not manufactured by trusts does not prove that industrial combinations 
have not held prices at a higher level t han was justified. 

Industrial combinations in their very nature make for economies in 
production by placing the control of the buc;iness in the bands of a few 
individuals and thus reducing general expenses; they also reduce mate­
rially the cost of distribution by enabling products to be distributed 
from the nearest producing- point. Indu~trial combinations are ali;o able 
to maintain or steady prices. The poss ibility of industrial combinations 
contributing to the adnmcc or maintaining of prices, even though prices 
of their products may have risen less than have other articles, is plainly 
shown by witnesses cnga~cd in slaughtering cattle, who have t estified 
before the committee that all the profit they would ask would be the 
value of the by-products, which they arc not able to utilize but which 
the large packers arc able to diRpose of. The economies of production 
are, of course, a re nit of th e tle>elopmcnt of the factory sy::item, and 
the well-organized industrial combinations represent the highest develop­
ment of the factory system. 

While industrial combinations may result in economies of production 
and dlstril>ution, tbc fact that competition is either wholly or pnrtly 
removed leads to abuRes. Thus, according to witnesses who testified 
before the committ e , the International Harvester Co. bas not only un­
reasonablv advanced the price of self-binders, but have changed the 
method of sale in such a way o.s to result in many cases in a loss to 
farmers . Before the organization of the International Harvester Co. 
the local dealer scUing the binder sent a mechanic to " set up " the 
mo.chine and to remain a few hours until the machine was runnin~ 
smoothly, and in case repairs were needed they were supplied immedi­
ately from the stock of the local dealer. Since the organization of the 
International IIaHester Co. the machine, when purchased by the farmer, 
is sent " knocked down" to his nearest railroad station, and the farmer 
must set up his machine, and in case repairs are needed the machine is 
idle until the repairs arc forwarded by express from the branch house, 
usually located in some large city a.nd not necessarily convenient to the 
grain section. 
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It is true tha-t the majority report of the Senate Committee 
on Wages nnd Prices of Commodfties advances the remarkable 
contention that .in some cases the trusts have lowered ,prices ·of 
the prouucts they control, but it Js equally true that in those 
cases tllc majority report fails to mention the fact that the -
foreign price has been lowered even below -the American price, 
and that m .America tlle -trusts have prevented our consumers 
1lrom obtaining the Teduced prices that ought to have come 
from improvements of manufacture and natural en.uses, such -a-s 
gr.eater natural supplies. Where-rer prices ·on trust.,made arti- -
cles nave been lowered here, they hll.T'C not -been lowered one 
moiety of wbat they would have been lowered if the people of 
this country hnd received the advantages of improvements in 
manufacture and of the natur,al causes -that seem to ·operate 
e1erywhere else on earth except In trust.,riddcn America. · 
[Appluuse on the Democratic side.] 

.Everyone knows that In tllis country there is hardly a -brunch 
o.f Jmman activity, ·hardls a line of nosiness or industry that is 
not either directly or imtirectly controlled by these trusts and 
combinations. Our children arc rocked in trust-made crailles, 
our dead are burieu in trust-made coffins, and if there is _an 
article of necessity th!1t the American citizen must use, or a 
luxury that he -wishes to use, that is not in some way or the 
other, directly or indirect1y, controlled by these interests, I have 
yet to discover it. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Whut are we to do about it? Is the Congress of the Unitod 
States 1mpotcnt? Have vested wrongs grown so .hoary with 
age that they ·have become T'ested rights? Are the people to 
continue to lmve profits guarn.nteod by law because they happen 
to be engaged in one branch of industry ra-ther than another? 
[-Applause .on tho Democratic side.J 

Twenty-one ·years a:go Sena tor John Sherman, of Ohio, sug­
gosted one remedy. HoweT'e-r mu& we ma.y disagree with either 
fue econoffiic theories or politicnl principles of the great Ohio 
Senator, :.ret we all must agree that he was an able statesman 
and a great man, and that his remedy is entitled. to receiYe not 
only ca--refu1 consideration but fair trlal. The remedy he pro­
posed was to -revamp, with only slight modifications, the com­
mon law against forestalling, regrading, and engrossing. The 
principle is as old as the Anglo-Saxon law, indeed, aR human 
civilization itself. It is based on an inherent o_pposition to 
monopoly. I refer, of course, to the celebrated Sherman anti­
trust law of July 2, 1800, by which combinations in the restmint 
of trade or commerce in tllc sm·eral States by way of trust or 
otherwise arc declared to be illegal. Arc we to rely on that 
law as a complete p:mncea for fill our evils? 'I think not. I 
think if we were -to adopt fhat policy and re1y wholly upon it, 
we would be guilty of equal stupidity as a man would be if his 
blood was impure and ·therefore his body was aillicted with 
sores, nnd he should go to a doctor and have tlle sores cut out 
instead of .going to a doctor for treatment of the impurity ii{ 
his blood that caused the sores. I believe that to -put the trust 
mngnates in jail, tllat to enforce the law against the criminals 
who \'.iolate tile antitrust law will do a great deal of good, but 
that can ..never be a complete remedy, no matter how -vigilant 
how industrious and _impartial is tile prosecution; as lang as th~ 
system that creat<>s these criminals continues in existence, n·usts 
ancl combinations will be bred by it more rapidly than -they cnn 
IJc broken u1> by crintinnl prosecutions. 

Whnt, tllen, is tlle .rea1 remedy? I fear that I can not in the 
course of this speech undertake to amplify it as fully as I 
woul<.I like, but .I ventme to express the hope that I can n.t 
least suggest it. The remedy must come from the complete 
rendjnstment of our entire economic system. I mean particu­
larly that systam so fnr as same is related to or i-s l.lnsed 
upon tho tarjff laws of the connh·y. I unclerstand, and I make 
this statement with that reluctance that n man mrturally fccli:; 
in admitting conilltions that require him to submit even tempo­
rarily to wrong and injustice, we can not <lo this nt once or suc.1-
denJy. If our whole tariff system was changed in the twinkling 
of nn eye it might and would probably tllrow this country into 
a terrible business panic from which we would only rccoYer 
with gren.t difficulty and after great suffering. But it is my <le­
libernte a11d mature juilgmcnt that we ought to come as ravid.ly 
as -possible to another aud to n fundamentally different view of 
tariff taxation. Our industries are no longer lnfants. 'l'hey 
arc conquering the markets of the-world and are competing with 
the industries of other nations a.ll over the earth without ta.riff 
aid. Bitter experience has demonstrated to tho American peo­
ple that existence of n. hlgh tariff law tlla.t severely restricts 
'foreign importations affords an drres'is1rl.b1e i:emptntion for tlle 
formation of combinations and !Illonopo1ies that increase the 
prices of the _products they control and raise the cost of living. 
The true American system of the twentieth century must nnc.1 
will eventually be, so far as this question is concerned, an im-

position of :import duties on n.rticlcs of strict luxury and on 
noncompetitive articles alone. A great English stu tesmnn, ud­
dre.ssing a great .English constituency, said. 80 years ago that he 
would ·never vote '.fer any law that, under tlle guise of taxation, 
enabled one lllilglishman !to charge another Englishman a penny 
more .for any ar.ticlo made in .Eng1and tllan he could have 
Charged, but for the existence of a tax law. .A.re .we less patr i­
otic than this -foreign statesman was, or do we love ·our O\Y'D 
people less than ·he did hls-? A.re we .less prepared -to do tllem 
justice? Yet no man can dispute the proposition that so long 
as we ·Continue to Jay .duties on con:wetitivc products, we not 
only .burden our people with the payment of three hundred 
miUions of revenue tha.t is actually .received a.ncl actually .goes 
into the Public Treasucy, but also we .put u.pon them a fur 
greater burden that comes from the enhancement of prioe-s on 
articles of domestic manufacture or production that .are ~o 
protected i'rom: foreign competition. The most careful econo­
mists w.ho have considered this question cstim;ite that this in­
direct burden is fully five times as great as the revenue the 
Government collects from the duties impor,ed. In other words, 
besides the .$300,000,000 that finds its -way each year into the 
Treasury in the shape of these duties, fully fifteen hundred 
millions ·per iYCar ls extracted from the pockets of the .A.mericau 
consumer in the enhanced price that .he must pay for articlcR 
of domestic manufacture or .Production over and above what 110 
\Yould have to pay but for the protective duties. 

To my mind, this is the greatest injustice that aan be done 
the people under the guise and 'form of lnw, and to sucll n sys­
tem -1 run rmaltern.bly and irrevocably opposed. It IDr\Y be con­
tenueu, however, that we could not r:ih:e sufficient revenue from 
the tariff to run tho Government uniler this system. In ·answe·r 
to that objection I wish i:o :sny that 30 States of the .American 
Union have already ratified tho income-tnx amendment to our 
Constitution, and the affirmative -vo!ce of but firn others is 
needed to make it n. part of our organic law, :rnil I firmly l.Jc­
liern and confidently predict tha-t before many months longer 
that amendment will be ratified. [Applause on the "Democratic 
side.] 

From n. properly adjusted income tax we can readily secure 
one hundred million a year, and even more if necessary, .nnd in 
levying such a tax we will not on~y carry out Democratic .Prin­
ciples, but will suoservc the wisest policy of statesmanship by 
placing at least n. _portion of the burdens ·of Government upon 
tile backs of those who are best able to bear them, and who 
receive .a 1arge portion of its benefits. 

From- a duty on luxuries or on articles that a.re either en­
tirely noncompetiti1c, or practically so, we con1d casiJy rais-0 
the remainder of the revenue necessary to ad.minister e~onom­
ically and effectually the Federal Government. 

Let me call your attention to the following tablo of articles 
ontire1y or largely noncompetitive, the figures tllerein l.H~ing 
from the Statistical Abstract of the United States for the year 
1909: . 

.Art works, not produced by Amcrlcnns ________________ _ 

b~~g°arii£1c::::::=-=.:=-=.:::=:::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Crude camphor------------------------------------
Copal -----------------------------------------­
Gambier-----------------------------------------
Shcllac------------------------------------------­
Other ~ums-----------------------------------------
Crudo iodlne------------------------------------
Licorice root --------------------------------------

~~JR=~~~~=========~============================== ~~filW?ir 'b~i~~~ ====================::=:::::::::::====== 
V~getaulc wax-------------------------------------­
Other waxes ------------------,------------------­
Cocoa, crude-------------------------------------­
Coffec---------------------------------------------­
Cork, \vood -------------------------------------
Dinmoncls, uncut------------------------------------
~~~~Dz~~~::::::::::::~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Istl~ fiucr----------------------------------------~-­
Jute ---------------------------------------------­
MnnilU-------------------------------------------

~1n~tfg~s3ber::::::::::=:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::-:::::::::::::::::: rJobstcrs and shrimps ______________________________ _ Bananas _________________________________________ _ 

Coconuts------------------------------------------­
Cream nuts----------------------------------------­Fors-----------------------------------------­
Balatn ---------------------------------------------
India rubber ----------------------------- ----------­
India -rnbber, scraP---------·-------------------------

~I~tBnii-:lD.d--m-ats:::.:::::::.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Meerschaum -----------------------------------Nickel ore _____________________________ _: __ _ 

·Creosote oil----------------------------------------­
Coconut oil ----:-------------------------------------

Vnluc . 
$:1, !?00, 000 
l,40U, 000 

:100, 000 
G00,000 

2, noo, ooo 
1,aoo,000 
n,noo,ooo 
1, 400, 000 

~H,000 
1, 'i' l l0, '000 
7, fiCO, 000 

;~oo , ooo 
12, 000,000 

:wo, 000 
1, 500, 000 
1,000,000 
7,000,000 

lfi, 000, 000 
80,000,000 

1,000, 000 
G,1100,000 

:!00, 00.0 
0,ll00,000 

700,000 
7,000,000 
7,000,000 

10,000,000 
1,000,000 
1,1100,000 

11,000,000 
1,:2aO, 000 

400,000 
12,000,000 

fi00,000 
61,000,000 

l,fi00,000 
2,noo, ooo 
3,200,000 

200,000 
2,aoo,000 
2,200,000 
4,000,000 
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Nnt oil _____ _______________________________________ _ 

Pnlni otl -------------------------------------------Pen rl shells _________ .:_ ___________ -----------------__ _ 
Raw silk------------------------------------------­
Nutmegs--------------------------------------------
~~~~~rspicea:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: n aw sugar _________________________________________ _ 
narks _____________________________________________ _ 

Tea-----------------------------------------------­
Tin ------- -----------------------------------~----­
~lahogany ------------------------------------------All other cabinet woods ______________________ --------

2. ExciM: 
Spirits ----------------------------Beer _____________________________ _ 

Licenses---------------------------
Hail ways--------------------------
Other sources----------------------

3. Estate duties: 
Estate dutY-----------------------­
Temporary dutY-------------------­
Probate dutY-----------------------Legacy duty _______________________ _ 
Successive duty ____________________ _ 
Corporation duty __________________ _ 

$68, G00,000 
20, 000,000 
12,000,000 

5,900,000 
2,700,000 
5, 800,000 

680,000 
910,000 

1,100,000 
1,400,000 

33,800,000 
070,000 

88,500,000 
65,600,000 
22,000,000 

1, 700,000 
700,000 

71,700,000 
3!5, 000 

240,000 
19,500,000 

3,600,000 
25.0, 000 

Value. 
$1, 100,000 
3,000,000 
1, 500,000 

79,000,000 
200,000 

2,000,000 
2,000,000 

{)0,000,000 
1,000,000 

18,000,000-
26,000,000 
2,400,000 
1,400,000 

178,600,000 

Mr. HARDWICK. The gentleman will ba ve to form his own 
conclusion about the policy of the Democratic Party.. If the 
Democratic Party does right, then, in ruy judgment, thnt will be 
its ultimate policy on this question. It is the only intelligent 
11olicy ot this ta.riff qu~stion, unless you a.re going to emlm1ce 
protection. 

Mr. KENDALL. I inquired of the gentleman, because I be­
lie>e him to be in the confidence of that party. 

Mr. HARDWICK. And I hope I am, and yet on this question 
I would not undertake to speak for nnybody on earth except for 
myself and the constituency I represent u11on this floor. Of 
course I would not support, and I think I wns the first man in 
this House two years ago to protest against the imposition of a 
tax on coffee, so long as we were pursuing the system of raising 
our revenues principally from competitive products. We can 
not and ought not to adopt both policies on this question, be­
cause they are antagonistic to each other and are diameh·ically 
opposite in principle. My own idea is that we ought to raise 
ns much as we can from the income tax, from internal-revenue 
duties, and then ought to supplement it, so far as may be neces­
sary, by moderate tariff duties on noncompetitive products ex­
clush·ely, and a still higher reycnue tax on articles of strict 
luxury. 

Why levy our duties on noncompetitive products except in 
case of luxuries alone? It is undoubtedly true that whenever 
we levy duties on competitive products that for every dollar 
which reaches our customhouses at least $·3 in indirect pro­
tection goes into the pockets of domestic manufacturers nnd 
producers, never reaches the customhouse at all, and yet most 
grievously burdens and oppresses our people. [Applause on the 
Democratic side.] 

On this subject, let me call your attention to a striking state­
ment made during the progress of the debate when the Payne 
tariff bill was under consideration. It was made by that dis­
tinguished gentleman who is now Speaker of this House, Hon. 
CHAMP CLARK of Missouri. Mr. CLARK said: 

I will tell you the truth about revenue tariff and protective taril? 
very briefly. Up to a certain point on any article that is made in the 

I United Stutes, as well as abroad, a tariff rate is both a revenue rate 
and a protective rate, and no buman being ever had or cnn bave the 
ingenuity to separate them. It is an impoRsibility in nature. !for 
instance, I might say that I am in favor of putting a 25-cent rate on a 
certain article for the purpose of revenue, and my friend from Uichi­
gan [Mr. FORDNEY] might say that he is in favor o! putting a 25-cent 
rate on the same thing as protection. The upshot of it would be tbat 

. I would get my revenue and the gentleman from Uichigan would get 
his protection, whether I wanted hlm to have it or not. 

4. sri~~!s~-~~c_:_: ______________________ _ ------
15, 700,000 

8,G00,000 
4, 300,000 
1,G00,000 

v5, 500, ooo I Mr. CLARK states the case well and he states it truly. If the 

Ilcccipts---------------------------Bills of exchange __________________ _ 
P atent medicines------------------­
Licenses---------------------------Companies ________________________ _ 
Bonds ____________________________ _ 

Insuranccs-------------------------

880,000 
2,500, 000 
2,000,000 
3,300,000 
2, 100, 000 . Other---------------~------------­------

ti. Land tax ____________ --------------------------
6. ·House duty----------~--------------------------7. Property and income tax ________________________ _ 

Total taxes----------------------------------

30,G00,000 
3,500,000 
9,G00,000 

109, 300,000 

G47,201J, 000 

8. PoRt office-------------------------------------- 80,200,000 
{).Telegraph-------------------------------------- 2,200,000 

10. Crown lands------------------------------------ 2,G00,000 
lL Interest on Suez Canal shares-------------------- 5, !:WO, 000 
12. Miscellaneous----------------------------------- 11, 000, 000 

Total nontax revenue __________ --------------- 130, 800, 000 
Total revenue ________________ ..:·--------------- 780, 100, 000 

On tea alone Great Britain receiYes twenty-nine millions of 
revenue; on tobacco, sixty-nine millions; on sugar, nearly thirty­
four millions; on various spirits, nearly thirty millions; on 
coffee. a bout one million. 

Mr. KENDALL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
l\Ir. HARDWICK. Yes. 
l\lr. KENDALL. Is the gentleman from Georgia in fayor ot 

establishing a tariff on tea. and coffee for revenue purposes? 
Mr. HARDWICK. Mr. Chairman, the gentlell1an, of course, 

asks me a question that is entitled to a candid answer, and I 
will endeavor to give it to him. Yes, I favor it a.nd will vote 
for it with pleasure, either now or later, provided you take the 
duties entirely off competitive products and adopt the system 
of duties on luxuries and noncompetitive products. [Applause 
on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. KENDALL. Then, if the gentleman had the power in 
the Ilom:::e he would abolish a.11--

Mr. HARDWICK. Speaking for myself alone, I would sa.y 
yes. 

Mr. KENDALL. Is that to be the policy of the Democratic 
Party? 

1 gentleman from Michigan stands on the Republican side and 
votes for a duty 01' $2 per thousand on lumber and calls it 
"protection," and if a gentleman stands on this side of the 
Chamber and vote~ for $2 per thousand on lumber and calls it 
"revenue," what difference does it make to tbe man who pnys 
the bill? Does the rose by another name smell more or less 
sweet? 

As long as we pursue this system of levying tariff duties on 
competitive articles we are forced, in order to raise the neces­
sary revenues, to grant a vast nmount of "protection," and to 
impose a still vaster amouut of burden upon the American con­
sumer, and therefore, I say, if we want to really lighten that 
burden, if we are really in earnest in our professed desire to 
lower the cost of living, if we really wish to present to the 
American people an issue thn t goes to· the very heart of the 
matter and involyes a great principle upon which legislation 
can be fashioned and an economic system built, then let us 
abandon this system of imposing duties on competitive articles 
nnd obtain om .. revenue entirely from noncompetitive articles, 
the sole exception being in the case of luxuries. 

My construction of the time-worn battle cry of our party, 
"A tariff for revenue only," may not be the conventional one, 
but it is, I believe, the one that sound statesmanship suggests. 
As I interpret that phrase, "only" is not an ad,·crb of purpose, 
but is an adverb of effect, and duties should be laid uot only 
for the sole purpose of obtaining rcyenue, but so as to hu ve uo 
other effect except to raise reyenue. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, the views I have expressed 
may not meet with the a11proval of every gentleman, eYen on 
my own side orthe Chamber. I do not expect it. In express­
ing them I speak, as I have stated before, for no one on earth 
except myself and my own constituency, but to that extent I 
assume for them entire responsibility. I do not think any 
party will ever raise an issue with "protection" that is worth 
two seconds of the time of the Americnn people until it comes 
to the position that it will levy no tariff duties except on lux­
uries and noncompetitive articles, and will supplement those 
duties with the internal-reyenue duties a.nd an income tax. 
[Loud applause.] 
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l\fr. UNDI!IB.WOOD. Mr. Ohairman, I yield 30 minutes to tlle 
gentleman from .Massachusetts [Mr. CURLEY]. 

Ur. CURLEY. Mr. Ct.airman, I rise to pledge rny unqualified 
support in beh'..1.lf of this measure us an advanced economic 
policy of vital interest to tlle American consumer and as a direct 
step taken to break down the control of the trusts which, thriv­
ing under a protective-tariff policy, are pltmdering the people of 
the land. 

Broadly and truthfully stated, what does this free-list bill 
promise the wage earner? rt means a loss of some $10,000,000 
a year in the re--venues of the United States Government, but it 
means a saving of some $300,000,000 a year to the consumers 
who buy the articles iucluded in this bill and from which an 
unjust tur will be removed. And the price, in my judgment, 
is indeed sman to pay, considering the burden lifted from the 
backs of men enguged in most laborious occupations. 

I stand as a bitter ::rnd unrelenting foe of the Republican 
Party, because under its economic policy it does not make all 
men of this Nation equal before the law. 

And our Republican friends, in the face o-f the Nov-ember elec­
tions-, return Ilern to again repeat tlleir assumption and rest 
their- case- upon the- miserable economic theory that wages arc 
increased by tariff taxation, their fav-oritc and only i;round 
for argument addressed in support of' restricte<l trade. 

The wa~es of this country depend upon supply and demand. 
There is :rbsolutcly no h·ade in· labor that can be protected and 
busy artisans lllO>e about the country unscheduled in tariffs. 
Ancl to the wretched sophistry that taxation under a protectirn 
tari.IT increases wage~. the best reply is found in the fact that 
there is a free trncle in labor, a: closed and monopolized market 
in the products of labor, and which labor must buy to live upon . 
Labor sells its ser-vicc in a free-trade market :rnd is paicf in the 
necessaries of life, ad-vanced bcyonu all reason in price by n. pro­
tective tariff and the trusts sheltered by the tariff~ These 
trusts control competition from rrbroad, kill competition among 
tllcmsclves by price agreements, and up to the very highest limit 
that- the consumer cnn stand. 

The people of this country believe that free rnw materials will 
help them and their industries; they so declared last November, 
:incl they ha \C the power in this House to make their will into 
law aml to <Iefeat nny petty spirit of revenge. 

Wlthin these hallowed walls- the hour of a new dispensation 
is at hand. 

It ts the producer· of the l:rncl who will benefit by the- passage 
of this measure. Agricultural implements will cost our farmers 
1'.PProximutely ahont $14,000,0GO less. The southern planters 
will Anse ~,().()(),000 a ycn.T on their bagging, ties, and sacks, and 
tile Lumber Trust wm be compelled to suffer a reduction of 
revenue of nbout $"60,000,000 n yenr in the passage of this bill. 
Upon leather, boots nnd shoes, saddles arnl harnesses the- saving­
to the American people will be ~7,000,00<J a yenr. 

The trusts of the country producing the articles named in this 
bill y\'111 cease ricling upon the back of the Government at will 
to stupendo~s i1rofits by the str::mglinl:' of competition. [Ap­
plause on the Democrrrtic sille.] 

The Republica.n Party, year after year, bas made its bargains 
with the t-rusts' interests of the country, frying out the fut of 
bloated corporations :rncl then distributing their money nnd 
securing votes in return for measures tlln.t have lnitl tlle heavy 
hand of taxation upon tlle people, not primarily for rernnuc­
nor for government but to add to the gigantic wealth of special 
interests. [Applause on tlle Democratic side.] 

Under tliis benign protective policy the Republica.n Party loves 
the American workman wben the votes are coming in and the 
protected manufacturer when the bills arc cominJ:" in. [Ap­
plause on tho Democratic side.] 

The object of this free-list bill is to help destroy tho principle 
of go-vcrnment that the many must suffer in order to enrich the 
few. · 

I say to you, my friends, let us rise and remove the honsy 
burden of ta_-..ation and give our farmers ancl artisans nn cqn!l.1 
chance in life, nnd the money wrung from them to fill the 
coffers of great trusts nnd combinations of capital will go for n. 
better and n happier living, the enjoyment of a gre!l.tcr comfort 
to the people of ocr land, and the wnges earned ju varied em­
ployments will go for the better support of the families, tl1e 
enjoyment in a small me:isure of some of those pleasures thnt 
are incident to the poss-ossion ot means, and for the better 
education of their children. 

Tho northern :rnd southern farmer as well are praying for 
relief from an inequitable burden of taxation and are eagerly 
expectin~ some means of relief from the Sixty-second Congress 
as the result of their voice expressed at the polls in November 
last. The Democratic principle is : That imports coming in. 
competition with trust-controlled products tiihoulcl be placed upon 

the free list and articles of absolute necessity should be im­
ported free of duty:. The Republican Party has reached its 
e:s:trerue outpost under its lust tariff. mensurc. 

Iror the Go>ernment gets $1 of revenue while- tho trusts take 
$7 out of the pocket of the consumer. 

The trust system of this. country, of which the Republican 
Party is the- master, l:lelongs to monarchy and feudalism, and 

_it has no valid part or lot in a goycrnment built upon the 
affirmation of all men as free. ancl equal. 

The sn.-ving that will come to the consumers of the country. 
by the passage of ~his- measure will be stupendous. We find the 
farmers producing the very things upon which the people of 
this land subsist, and at e\cry hand their means of production 
is lmrdened by the exactions of an oppressive Republican tariff 
policy lurgoly dictated by the trust barons. 

And every revolt against the Republican Party, as indicated 
by the honest and courageous men upon the floor of this House 
who bear the title of "insurgents," leaves the party more anll. 
more in the clutches of evil influence. 

Trust magnates arc made the patrons of an exorbitant tariff ; 
tliey grow rich beyond the dreams of avarice, and the voice of 
an outraged Nation that the necessaries of life shall be made 
cheaper falls upon deaf and unrespoD.Bive ears. 

This economic system places the burden upon the many fo r 
the benefit of the few, for without the present extravagant 
tariff there never could have been the- vast accumulation ot 
wealth by the· trusts ot the country. 

Never in the world's history were the ringing words of the 
great apostle of freedom, William Ewar t Gladstone, more true 
than they arc to-day. Glh.dstonc safd : 

Conceal the hn.nd of the hrx- gathe·rer and you can tax a people t o 
. the point ot impoveti:;iluncnt, if-not- liiltarntion, without' resistance upon 
their part. 

Remember, my- friends; that when an abuse of the lcgisla.tiv!t 
power of the country is made to enrich any person i t can only 
be so exercised by the taking. of wealth.from some one else. 

Now, the argument of a protective tariff is that the manu­
facturer is first enrfched and the In.borer afterwards. Yet, with 
a vast number of trusts- controlling the products of the land 
and rolling up millions upon millions, how often do you ever 
hear of the workmen beihg calle<l together an.cl given a.n in­
crease of wages of even a fraction of 1 per cent? 

And now what are thC! actual facts? As a distinguished econo­
mist has most wen ancl truly declared : 

After lG years of Republican rule we find the American laborer work­
ing harder and producing more to-rlay than he ever producecl in his life. 
Ilnt he lias actunlly less to eat ancl weal" than he ever had before. And 
why? Because, my friends, real wages consist of whnt can be !.>ought 
with the money received as wages. You can not cat or wcn.i: money. 
You must exchange your money wages for the necessaries of llie before 
yon can tell whether wages arc lligh or low. 

The trusts have increased the price of living in this country GO per 
C0.nt in lG years. 1luring wfilch tlme we find that wages have been 
either at ·a standAtill or declining. 

The people of this country arc becoming· so used to the thought of 
want under the brutnl injustice of the trust 10ystcm that they do not 
feel that the evil grows greater to the sufferer the longer tllat it lnsts, 
for it actually become& less so to the observer by tho very fact of its 
duration. 

Aml in: these dnys of trust domination how eloquent are the 
words of D:rniel Webster nt Plymouth Rock, in December, 1820. 
'Yebster said: 

A free goTernmcnt can not long endure wllere tho tcnd~ncy of ln.w is. 
to concentrate the wealth of the country in the hands of the few nncl 
render the masses poor nn<l dependent. 

'l'hat massive intellect, that clear, gray, gleaming eye foresaw 
90 years ngo the dn.nger of tlle oconomic situation as it exists 
to-day. 

Again, nt Albany, N . Y., in 1&-14, Webster declares: 
The culture of the soil is the ,;rent !calling interes t of the country ; 

trade :mu manufactures should lie re;;-arded us subordinate and nuxiliary 
to it I am will.i!J~ to ndmit that if the theory and practice of protec· 
tion can be sllown di10tinctly to militato against the n{;rlcultural interest 
it ought to l>e given up. 

It is the c.:orperience of tho world's hi story that whenever any 
person is equipried with the power to oppre:-:8 his fellow men fo:t; 
his O\Yn benefit tbat vower will be c:-::ercised . 

The economic story of the lime~ is tll!l.t unclcr this form of 
protective turiff the right to tax-the greatest right antl power 
teat the worltl kno\TS. nncl whi<:h Chief J'usticc John Mnrshnll 
tlc:::lnre<l was the right to dcstroy-11:.is passocl from the Govern· 
mc:at to iu<llvfduals and corporn tions, in defiance of Urn popular 
\VUl. 

This policy js diametricnlly optosed to cn~ry contc.::itlon of 
iustice for whicll the: f1ltl.:crs foug,ht aud is tb2 fliuister shadow 
rosting upon our I:.tncl to-<luy. 

Give to the American p1·oc1uce1· free · rnw n~n te11i:1ls and by 
his marvelous £kill he c:nu defy com~idi! irn i:i <'\·ery quarter 
of the earth. 
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This policy 'of protection has IDllde t1ic American flag upon Mr. CANDLER. Mr. Chairman, I hold in my band a splen-

the waterways of the world ns great a curiosity almost as the didly written article from the pen of Mr. R. M. Gates, the 
behemoth upon land. But this subject is a more appropriate very intelligent and wide-awake Washington correspondent of 
topic for nnother day to come. the _Commercial Appeal, published at l\femIJhiS, Tenn., wbich 

The tnrW' taxes of this country shoul<l ·be as low as they can appeared .in the .issue of that parier of .April 30 last. I ask unani­
be made, for the very reason that, while effective in gathering mous consent to print it with these remarks m the RECORD. 
re-rnnue, the exaction does not fall upon property, but upon This is he article to which I refer: · 
consumption. The tnrill laid upon the furmer and artisan is n HOUSE DEUOCllATS 1\IAK.F; PROMISES GOOD--rASS RECIPTIOCITY, CUT :EX-
law upon whicll the poor stand upon an unhappy plane of PDXsEs, ETC.-PnoursE!'l ~.rncn FOR 1912-CH.A:uP cL.AitK r.:EADILY 
equality with ilie rich. .ACCEDED TO CURT~rn:-.cr OF Sr.EA.KER'S POWER-WILL UXDERTAKE 

And the ~n.w or taxation, as especially applieu to the agricui- rx-vEsTIGATIO:!-< o.F ALL r..rnTs OF GOTERNlIEXT. 

turists of this lancl, places the small class within the division [By IL M. Gnte!!.] 
of the profits of the 1Tusts of the country. WASHINGTON, AprH zo, 1'J11. 

Why my friends the policy of a high protective ta.riff that The Democrats of the lower Honse of the Sixty-second Congress have 
h b ' ,., d ' till fl . d · th · t d b t · made an auspicious beginning. '!'hey arc keeping the fnith ; tlley are >in-. as . een arbue upon S . OOI . urrng e vresen e a 0 19 dlcating the splendid majority uy which control of the Honse was trn.ns-
ulent1cal1y tlle same economic policy thn.t drove from the ranks ferred from the nepublican to tlrn Dcmocrntlc Party. They are doing 
of the Republican P arty Wendell Phillips Horace Greeley things in an oederly way and without that harshness and friction l':hich 
Oh l S W ·11L· P"tt F· ,1 'L T. b n' the Uepublicans llau hoped and prophesied would mark Democratic ar es umner, · 1 Hllll 1 ~s~enuen, .ymu.n rum u • domination ot the House. No Democrntic House eyer accomplished 
Henry Ward Beecller, George \V1lluun Ourtis, .Alexander K. I more in the way of practical legislation in an equal lcn;cth of time, and, 
McClure Cllarlcs A Dann James C Curter George Hoadley, unless the unexpected supervenes to change the h·em1 of things, the 
D . ' · 0

r· · ' G · · · ' J E• '"'~~ , DcI!locratic majority in the House of Representatives will make history 
· II. Cha~berlm, "illiam Lloyd arr1son, Jr., ames '". Vil.il!P- of t!:lc highest character tor the presidential campaign of Hll!?, in whieh 

bell, Francis Parkman, Walter Q. Gresham, Wayne McVcagb, year c•en a greater Democratic triumph th.an tha.t of last November will 
Thomns M . Cooley John l\i PnJmer James Russell Lowell, probably be recorded. Unquestionably things are moving along smoothly 
B · · · F B tl ' J F.. c' 1 k C 1 S h S 1- in the House as fnr as the Democrats are concerned. While there was enJamm · u er, amcs reeman ar e, u.r C urz, a at the beginning of the session so::ne soreness oa the part of those Dcmo-
mon P. Chase, Hugh McCulloch, Thomas W. Higginson, Franci-s crats whose patronage plans went awry because of the new rules under 
.A. .Walker, David Davis, Moor.field Story, Henry L. Pierce, whic~ political favors are being <_ii.spcnsed, no Democrat thus fui; cli~­
Willinm Everett and the present governor of j\fnssachUBetts a~pomted l.Jas s_ought to ci:eate a d1~turbn.ncc. The patronag~ question 1s 

' ' " . . . ' ' still unsettled m some . mmor particulars; but as the machinery of the 
Eugene N. Foss. [Applause on the Democratic side.] working organization steadies the.re will be an adjnsting of all the pn.rts-. 

Mr . .AUSTIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
The CHAIRMAN. Will tlle gentleman from Massachru;etts 

yiold to the gentleman from Tennessee? 
Mr. AUSTIN. I will give you some extra time from this side. 
l\fr. CURLEY. I do not wish to yield at present. 
In my candid opinion the heresy of the Republican economic 

situation has been well and truJy defined. by a distinguished 
Massachusetts economist, who has declared that because a town­
ship may levy taxes to support the poor there is no prip.ciple 
of justice or common sense that compels it to levy taxes :rna 
give them to those persons or things that make the poor. 

When we see a Carnegie, an Armour, a Morgun, or n. Rocke­
feller able to both control and enact legislation and exact 
tribute from the whole people the issue becomes fur more vital 
than one of taxation. It is the right of the _people to govern 
themselves and ha>e the law used for their own purpose. A 
militant and powerful Democracy demftnds that this right 
shall be given back to the people and that laws shall be placed 
upon the statutes that shall free -them from trust influence and 
corrupt legislation. · 

And remember that the American people have expressed by 
their suffrnge a protest, country-wide in its extent, against this 
Republican policy of n tariff measure upon which the tTusts 
wax fat, and that e>ery dollar unnecessarily levied in support 
of a policy designed to enrich a speciu.l class is a dollar taken 
from the family contingent fund. 

Its subtraction under this system of protection means less 
comfort in the home of the .American artisan, Jess clothes and 
shoes for the children, and less bre:id upon the table. 

We have witnessed in our .manufacturing cities the cottage 
of the toiler disappear with its beautiful environment and 
breathing e\er and a.gain the sweet story of human affection. 

We demand that .this Nation and its people shall again enjoy 
that economic freedom that was mftde possible -under Demo­
cratic rule anc.1 prosperity in the first 60 years of this Repub­
lic's life nnd that the love of -country and its ilag borne by .our 
forbears in the spirit of the founders of this Nation shall re­
turn and that the right of taxation wllich governs our people 
shall not be sold upon the altar of M!lIDmon. 

We ask for the American workman only the just return for 
his wage, a means of relief from the unseen, ruthless hanu of 
the taxgatherer whicll the trust system of -this country fosters 
under a protectiye tariff. 

For it is the men who have hewed the forests, who have 
built the homes, the schools, tlle churches, and the ships, and 
who ll:rre blazed. the trail across the great confines of this 
country that ha.\e made civilization possible. Other men ba'°e 
been useful in<leed, but it hns been the man who ln uors with 
his brains and. 1lnnds who has been largely respon!!!ible for the 
world's development. 

'.rhis class of men must huve justice before the luw, their 
protest ll::i. s been heard at the polls, a.nu for them and in their 
behalf we n. k nnught but economic opportunity and freedom. 
[Louc.1 tipplnusc.] 

l\:fr. UNDBRWOOD. l\:1r. Chairman, I yield to tho gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. CANDLER] . 

TOOX POWJIB FROM srTIAKEn. 
The lust congressional campnign was waged along certain well-defined 

lines' of reform, not only with reference to n reformation of the rules o! 
the House, but with respect to matters of vital legislation, notably the 
tarirl'. Some time before the Sixty-second Congress was con>ened in 
extra session the Democrats of the House met in caucus and agreed that 
certain important reforms in House procP.dure should be put into prac­
tice. The most radical departure from the old order of things was to 
take the appointment of committees from the Spealrer and lodge that 
power with the Committee on Ways and Means, which was also consti­
tuted the committee on committees. The people had been promised- this 
reform as a far step in the direction of thwarting what bad become 
known as personal legislation, or legislation directed by the Speaker. 
The Democrats promised to take the appointment of committees from 
the Speaker before the November election, n.nd after that contest, by 
which a Republican majority was changed to a Democratic majority in 
the House, the Republicans declared that the proposed reform would not 
be vitalize<!. because CHAMP CLAllK, whose promotion to the Speakership 
was practically settled in advance of tile election, would demand that he 
be al1owed to retain an the power that had made his predecessors in­
vincible. nut the Repuli!licans were poor prufits. Assured of his election 
as Speaker, Mr. CLARK readily subscribed to tlle reform by which he, as 
the presiding officer of the House, would not enjoy the privilege of 
nssignini; committee places. Under tlie new oecler of thlngs Speaker 
CLARK is the presiding ofiker of the House, and nothing more. It has 
been faceti9usly observed that all the Speaker has left is the gavel. 

CUT EXI'E?-."D.ITUI!ES. 

Another imp-0rtn.nt reform which the Democrats IJI'Omiscd the country 
and which they made haste to put into eff'ect was a curtailment of 
expenditures in connection with · the Capitol ancl toe conduct of the busi­
ness of the various aepartments. The first part of that promise is 
11.lready a fact ruid the second part may lJe regll.1"ded as a near fact. The 
first official swing of the ax: lopped oft an annual expense of approxi­
mately $183,000, which, under Republican control of the House, had 
been paid to useless employees about the capitol. For example, at the 
beginning of our trouble with Spain a wild rumor of a "dastardl:v con­
spiracy" to blow up the Capitol swept the Republican side of the House 
of Uepresentatives. Instantly 3!3 additional guards were given service 
in the great building. Theee police recruits were brought from Repub­
lican districts as a reward for p-0litical favors. nnd rcmn.i.ned on the 
Government pay .roll until the Democrats organized the pre.sent House. 
Moreover, clerks had \>een appointed to committees which nc\'cr held a 
meeting. The Democrats could not see why useless policemen ancl clerks 
should be retnined on fhe pay roil simply because they found them there 
when they took control ot affairs at the House end of the Cnpitol. 

"PASS n.EC'IrilOCITY. 

Freer trade .relations with Canada bas been agita.ted hy uoth Demo­
crats and liberal RcpubUcans for rears, !Jut unifor the Cannon regime 
there was no chance to break the shackles which American tnriif barons 
had placed upon the urma of commerce. Presirtent Taft tried it the first 
\Car of his administration and failed. "Tbe Democrats made it one of 
the issues in tile congressional campaign, promising cloEer trade rela­
tions wltll Canada if the people v;.ould place them in control of the 
House. What they baTc done toward the redemption of tbnt pledge is 
the most interesting chapter yet 'il"ritten by the Democrats of the House 
of the Sixty-second Congress. The treaty which I'!:!.<:i<lent Taft ue~o­
t.iate<l with Canada. wns _put up to them, a.nu tlley m turn llnve put it 
squarely up to tl1e Sennte, after giving it their enthusiastic indorse­
ment. Another important pledge to the country was then fu lfllled. 
What the Republican Senate is goin;; to _<l o is a mattc.r for speculation. 
Surface indications arc that the treaty will be nceeptcd, but not without 
a long and hard stru;gle. If the Senate rejects the Canadian reci­
procity proposition, it will mean the llc9inninq of the pnd of Presid&nt 
Ta.ft's a spirations to succeed him.self in the White Honse. * * * 

WILL PAS~ FAtnrnns' FnEE LIST. 

Still another g-reat refor.m promised hy the Democrats wns to revise 
the important schedules of tlrn Payne-Aldrich protcctiye tariff la.w. Not 
only n-ill tlle Democrats of the House i·c yi~ tbe \'1cio11s woolen and 
cotton schednlcs, lJut they will pass what tc ey 11ave labeled ns thelr 
"farmers' free-list bill." Thi!! bill f:lecks to place n1)on the fr~g list 
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agricultural implements, mechanics' tcols, and many articles of food of 
common consumption. This bill will drn.w the full fire of the protec­
tionist forces in both Hom;es, nnd it is by no means certain that Presi­
dent Taft would sign the bill if it should get to him. At any rate, the 
Democratic Ilouse ·is going to put the issue up to the Senate and the 
Executive. · 

WIIOLESALE l!llVESTIGATIO:'f. 

A se~rching investigation into the various <1epartments of Govern­
ment will be undertaken at tbe instance of the Democratic majority in 
the · House. Committees cllargcd with the conduct of these investiga­
tions have been appointed, and soon the light will be turned on in full 
force. That there is " something rotten in Denmark " is beyond di·. 
pute, and tlrn Democrats are going to locate tlle malodorous 01lol'. 
There has not been an investigation of some of the departments in 
nearly 20 years, so the timeliness of the proposed looking into things is 
apparent. 

In >i?w of what they ha>e already done and what they propose to 
accomplIRh, the Democrats of the House fe:el tllat they will convince the 
country of their capacity fo1· still greater achievement with the coop­
eration of a Democratic Senate and Democratic President. 

l\Ir. UNDERWOOD. l\Ir. Chairman, I move that the com­
mittee do now rise. 

Tlle motion was agreed to. 
Tlle committee accordingly rose; ancl the Speak:er ha Ying re­

sumed tlle chair, l\Ir. A.LEX.A:KDER, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole Honse on tlrn state of tl!e Union, reported that that 
committee had had under consideration the bill II. R. 4413-
the free-list bill-and had come to no resolution thereon. 

WITHDBA WAL OF P .APERS. 

Mr. PALMER, by unanimous consent, was granted leave to 
withdraw from the files of the House, without leasing copies, 
the papers in the case of Alton E. Cobb, Sixtieth Congress, no 
ad vcr::;e report ha 1ing been made thereon. 

ADJOURNMENT. 

Mr. U:r-..TDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do 
now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 15 
minutes p. m.) the House adjomned until to-morrow, May 4, 
1011, at 11 o'clock a. m. 

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo­
rials were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

Ily Mr. l\'IATTHEWS: A bill (H. R. 8468) to provide for the 
erection of a public building at Canonsburg, Pa.; to the Com­
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. KOHBLY: A bill (II. R. 8460) to amend section 5278 
of the Revised Statutes of the United States; to the Committee 
on the Judicinry. 

By Mr. BUTLER: A bill (H. R. 8470) to establish a nationn.l 
military park at the Brandywine battle ground, Pennsylvania; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (ll. R. 8471) to provide for the erection of a 
public building at Phoenixville, Pa.; to the Committee on Pub­
lic Buildings anu Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8472) to erect a monument on Brandywine 
battle field, Chester County, Pa.; to the Committee on the Li­
brary. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 8473) to erect a monument to the memory 
of John Morton; to the Committee on the Library. 

By l\:Ir. FRANCIS: Resolution (H. Res. 147) to appoint a com­
mittee of five Members of the House to in>estigate the Ameri­
can Woolen Co. and ascertain whether said company has or is 
violating the antitrust - act of 1890 or any other law of the 
United States; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. STA~TLEY: Resolution (H. Res. 148) to investigate 
violations of the antitrust act of 1800, and other acts; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

By hlr. GODWIN of North Carolina: Resolution (H. Res. 150) 
authorizing the Committee on Reform in the Civil Service to 
examine into the affairs of the Civil Service Commission; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. DIFEl\roERFER: Resolution (H. Res. 151) ai::iking 
the Secretary of the Navy to furnish data; to the Committee on 
Na>al Affairs. 

Also, resolution (H. Res. 152) asking the Secretary of War to 
furnisll data: to tlle Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. BHOUSSARD: Joint resolution (H. J . Res. 8G) to 
investigate the Diplomatic and Consular Services of the United 
States; to the Committee ou Rules. 

By Mr. Fl'I.ZGERALD : Memorial of the Legislature of New 
York farnring elections of United States Senators by direct vote 
of the people; to tlle Committoe on Election of President, Vice 
President, and Representatives in Congress. 

PRIVATE BILLS A°l'i'D RBSOLUTIO~S. 
Under clause 1 of Rule XX.II, priYate bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
Ry Mr. ALLIDN: A bill (H. R. 8474) granting an increase ot 

pension to James A. Wells; to the Committee on Invalid Pen­
sions. 

.Also, a bill ( H. R. 8475) granting a pension to Teresa Ken­
nedy; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Ily Mr. ANDEUSON of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 8470) granting an 
increase of vension to John C. Ernst; to ihe Committee on 
Invalid Pensio1rn. · 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 8477) granting an increni::ie of pension to 
I~rael \.Valterhonse; to the Committee on Invalitl Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 8478) granting an increni::ie of pension to 
Alba Howey: to tbe Committee on Invaliu Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 847D ) granting an increase of pension to 
Samnel G. Powell; to tlie Committee on I1walid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8480) grantiug an incre~u=-e of llension to 
Nicholas H. Poncl; to the Committee on Invalid Pi>nsions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8481) granting an increase of pension to 
Chnrles F. Keller; to the Committee on I1m1lid Peni::iions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8482) granting an incrC'nse of pension to 
Merritt Hanver: to-the Committee on Im·nlid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H . R. 8483) grau ting an increase of pension to 
Joseph Mahaffey; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8484) granting an increase of pension to 
Pollis Blon; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8485) granting an increase of pension to 
Llewellyn W. French; to the Committee on lnYa.litl Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8486) granting an increase of pension to 
John Schlosser; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8487) granting an increase of pension to 
Fr:wcis l\I. Baker; to tbe Committee on Inv~lid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. H. 8488) granting an increa e of pension to 
Eliza J. Sweet; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8489) granting an incrense of pension to 
Amon Freese; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions . 

.Also, a bill (II. R 8-:WO) granting an increase of pension to 
Jmnes A. Buchanan; to the Committee on Invaliu Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8401) granting an increase of pension to 
A. S. Konkel; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. Il. 840~) granting an incrense of pension to 
Isaac Johnson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (II. R. 8403) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas Cnpps; to the Committee on PC'Ilsions. 

By Mr. BRADLEY: A bill (H. R. 84-!M) granting an increase 
of i:ension to Clmrles G. Johnston; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pen~ions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8495) granting an increase of pension to 
Lewis Snyder; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8406) granting an increase of pension to 
Gabriel I!'. Currey; to tlle Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8407) granting an incrense of pension to 
Alonzo Carson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8498) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas Swope; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BUTLER: .A bill (H. R. 84DD) granting an increaso 
of pension to James T. Kelly; to the Committee on Invalid. Pen· 
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. st>OO) granting an honoralJlo discharge to 
.Alfred L. Dutton; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8501) for tlle relief of Lieut. Jerome 
E. l\forse, United States Navy, retired; to the Committee on 
Naval Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8502) for the relief of William H. Diamond; 
to the Committee on Claims. 
· Also, a bill (H. R. 8503) granting a pension to Catherine E. 

Jacobs ; to the Committee on Invnlid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 8504) granting a pemiion to Horace W. 

Durnan; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 8505) granting ·a pension to Frank E. 

Laurence; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By l\fr. CARY: A bill (H. R. 8506) granting a pension to 

Albert B. Kidder; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
By Mr. CLARK of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 8507) for the 

relief of Mag Brown; to the Committee on War Claims. 
Ali::io, a bill (H. R. 8508) for the relier of the legal repre­

sentatives of Charles Durkee, deceased; to the Committee on 
War Claims. 

By l\Ir. DENVER : A bill (H. R. StlOD) granting an increase 
of pension to Burch Miller; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8510) granting an increase of pension to 
Valentine Barnett; to the Committee ou InYnlitl Pensions. 
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Also, a bill (H. R. 8511) granting un increase of pension to 

.:Mahlon C. Sween; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
. A.lso, n bill (H. R. 8512) grunting an increase of pension to 

John W. Thompson; to the Committee on ITI"valid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. s-13) granting an increase of pension to 

Samuel Wolf; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 8514) granting an incrc.nsc of pension to 

James Gaines; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 8515) granting an increase of pension to 

Jolm L. Fritz; to the Committee on Im·alid Pensions. 
. Also, a bill (H. R. 8516) granting an increase of pension to 

James F. Ilrown; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 8517) granting an increase of pension to 

John C. Bingaman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 8518) granting an increase of pension to 

L. S.- Olemnns; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 8510) granting an increase of pension to 

Virgil D. Hose; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
By Mr. DONOHOE: A bill (H. R. 8520) granting a pension 

to Francis A. Grenner; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
By l\ir. FOilDNEY: A bill (H. R. 8521) granting an increase 

of pension to Alfred 0. Bush; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By :Mr. FULLER: A bill (H. R. 81:>22) granting an increase 
of pension to William W . Hudson; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. GRAHAM: A bill (H. R. 8523) granting an increase 
of pension to John W. Cummings; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. GRAY: A bill (H. R. 8524) granting an increase of 
pension to James W. Hall; to the Committee on Invalid Pen­
sions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 8525) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas B. Garrison; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, n bill (H. R. 8u26) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph B. Randall; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8527) granting an increase of pension to 
Daniel Bennett; to the Committee on Im·ali<l Pensions. 

.Also, a !Jill (H. R. 8u28) granting an increase of pension to 
Perry Bottles; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 852!>) granting an increase of pension to 
William Catt; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8530) granting an incren.se of pension to 
Louis:i 1\fcConncll; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8531). granting an increase of pension to 
Henry C. Powell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8532) grunting an increase of pension to 
Joshua F. Spurlin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8u33) granting an increase of pension to 
Othnnicl Reed; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8534) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry Seal; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8530) granting an increase ot pension to 
Willi::un A. Wreunick; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8536) granting an increase of pension to 
William A. Robson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8037) granting an increase of pension to 
Isaac H. Earl; to the Oommittee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8538) granting an increase of pension to 
Middleton Jones; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8539) granting a pension to James F. 
Adams; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8540) granting u pension to John F. Joyce; 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8541) granting n pension to James H. Wil­
liams; to tho Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8542) granting a pension to Morton W. 
Sebring; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8543) to correct the military record of 
Thomas Weaver; to the Committee on Military Affairs. . 

Also, u bill (H. R. 8544) to correct the military record of 
Edwnrcl Payton, alias Edward Pn.ddin; to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8545) to correct the military record of 
Wendlin Erust; to the OOmmittee on Military Affairs. 

Also, n bill (H. R. 8546) to correct the military record of 
Leopold Buu<lcndistel; to the Committee on Military A.ffuirs. 

Also, n bill (H. R. 8547) to correct the military record of 
Samuel Brown; to the Committee on l\Iilitary Affairs. 

By Mr. HARRIS: A bill (II. R. 8548) granting an increase 
of pension to Jacob L. Batchelder; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions. • 

By Mr. HJ<J.i. 1 SLEY: A bill (H. n. 8540) granting an increase 
of pp~1Hion to Bfn7.ins Untereiner; to the Committee on Invnlid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8550) granting a pension to Elizabeth 
Bay; to the Committee on Pensions . 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8551) granting a pension to Thomas J . 
Stroup; to the Committee on InYalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 85u2) granting a pension to Mary Ileilly; 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey: A bill (II. R. 8553) grant­
ing nn increase of pension to Charles Nelln:illn; to the Commit­
tee on Invalid ·Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8554) granting a pension to ·Thomas F. 
Keating; to the Committee on Pensions . 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8555) granting a pension to Lillinn J. 
Hartley; to the Coillmittee on Pensions. 

By Mr. KENNEDY: A bill (H. R. 8556) granting nn in­
crease of pension to Ferdinand Armentrout; to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LAFFERTY: A. bill (H. R. 8557) granting a pension 
to William· E. Reed; to the Committee on Im·alid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8058) granting a pension to Philip C. 
Elbert; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8550) granting a pension to Fred W. NiS· 
bett; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R.~ 8560) granting an increase of pension to 
Jen Rody Chauncey; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma: A bill (H. R. 8561) granting 
an increase o! pension to 1\Ioses Soard; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8562) grunting an increase of pension to 
Wallace R. Kelley; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8563) granting un increase of pension to 
Andrew J. Berlin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8564) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph H. Cox; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By 1\fr. MAGUIRE of Nebraska: A bill (H. Il. 8565) granting 
an increase of pension to Frederick Claus; to the Committee on 
Invali<l Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8566) granting an increase of pension to 
Cyrus W. Graff; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions . 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8567) granting an increase of pension to 
Robert N. Crawford; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MAHER: A bill (H. R. 8568) granting an increase of 
pension to Ellen T. Dunne; to the Committee on Invalid Pen­
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8560) granting an increase of pension to 
Edward D. Bliss; to the Committee on Inv-alid Pensions. 

By Mr. MANN: A bill (H. R. 8570) granting un increase of 
pension to O. B. Shine; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MATTHEWS: A bill (H. R. 8571) granting an in­
crease of pension to James Campbell Stevenson; to the Com­
mittee on Im·nlid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8572) granting an incrensc of pension to 
Thomas S. Vale, alias Thomas Vaile; to the Committee on In­
valid Pensions. 

By Mr. MOSS of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 8573) granting an 
increm:e of pension to John C. Moss; to the Committee on In-
vnlicl Pensions. · 

By Mr. NORRIS: A bill (H. R. 8574) granting a pension to 
Wenzel Patzelt; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8575) granting an increase of pension to 
James P. Hanlin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By 1\fr. PATTON of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 8570) grant­
ing a pension to John M. Bunnell; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, u bill (H. R. 8577) granting an increase of pension to 
James V. Gault; to the Committee on Inrnlid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8578) granting an increase of pension to 
Ileuben Vcnatta; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. PEPPER: A bill (H. R. 8579) grunting a pension to 
David A. Jones; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. PETERS: A bill (H. R. 8580) granting a pension to · 
Lucy F. Geiger; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also (by request), a bill (H. R. 85Sl) for the allowance of 
certain claims reported by the Court of Claims under the pro­
yisions of the acts approved March 3, 1883, and :.\larch 3, 1837, 
a1~cl commonly known as the Bowman and the Tucker Acts; to 
the Committee on Claims. 

By .Mr. TILSON: A bill (H. R. 8582) granting an increase of 
pension to John S. Cn.iroli; to the Committee on "InYa.lid Pen­
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8583) granting an increase ot pension to 
Henry Root; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. · 

By Mr. UNDERHILL: A. bill (H. R. 8584) granting an in­
crease of pension to Frank Sayre; to the Committee on Inrnlid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 858!5) granting an increase of pension to 
:William Stun.ley ; to the Committee on Invali<l Pensions. 
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Also, a bill (H. R. 85SG) granting an increase of pension to 
William H. Hooper; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. UTTER : A bill (H. R. 8587) granting an increase of 
pension to George P. Kenyon ; to the Committee on Invalid Pen­
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8588) granting an increase of pension to 
William H. Follett; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8uSD) granting an increase of pension to 
Margaret J. Lawton; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a l:>ill (H. R. 8ti90) granting an increase of pension to 
l\fartl:Ja E1 Robbins; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 8591 ) granting an increase of pension to 
l\Inr~· F . Underwood; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8502 ) granting an incrcnse of pension to 
Geori;ianna i\:I. Williams; to the Committee on In>alid Pensions. 

A hm, a bill ( H. R. 503) grnnting an increase of pension to 
Catherine Slleel:Jnu; to the Committee on In>alid Pensions. 

Al~o, a bill (H. R. 8504) granting an incrense of pension to 
Jolm P. Cnse; to the Committee on In>alid Pensions. 

Al ·o, n bill (H. R. 505) grnnting an increase of pc" · ' 11 to 
l\Iichael l\IcCormick; to tlle Committee on Invalid Peni::.' , -.1.' . 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 8596) granting an incrense of pern;ion to 
JoFeph Walker; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. Sv97) granting an increase of pension to 
Albert Phetteplace; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8508 ) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel El. Reynolds ; to the Committee on In>alid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 859!)) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry Bucklin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 8600) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry S. Shnri)e; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

lly ~Ir. WILLIS : A bill (H. R. 8601) granting an increase of 
pension to James A.. Brake; to the Committee on Invalid Pen­
sions. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on tlle Clerk's desk and referred as follows : 

By Mr. ASHBROOK: Resolutions of the Glass Bottle Blow­
ers' Association, No. 101, Cosht>cton, Ohio, favoring a repeal of 
10 cents tax on oleomargarine; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Al o, petition of T. B. Gilbert and 10 other merch:rnts of 
· tLoudonville, Ohio, in opposition to the parcels post; to the 
Committee on the Post Otlice and Post Roads. 

By Mr. BARCH1!,ELD: Petitions of the International Mold­
ers' Union of North America, Local No. 270, and the Chamber 
of Commerce nnd the Oakland Bonrd of Trade, ::ill of Pitts­
burg, Pa., favoring a reduction of tlle tax on oleomargarino · to 
the Committee on Agricultnre. ' 

Ry l\fr. BRADI~EY: Petition of 75 residents of the twentieth 
New York congressional district, fayoring the establishment ot 
a nntional department of health; to the Committee on Expendi­
tures in the Interior Department. 

Also, resolution of Washington Camp No. 84, Goshen, N. Y., 
fa>oring legislation to restrict undesirable immigration; to the 
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

AJ-.:o, petitiou of Lornl Union No. 713, Painters, Decorators, 
and Paper Hangers of America, favoring repeal of the tax on 
oleomargarine; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By l\fr. BUTLER : Resolutions of Local No. 275, of Chester 
Springs; Camp No. 314, of Darby; and Local No. 338, of Down­
ington, all in the State of Pcnnsylnmia, favoring the illiteracy 
test; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

Also, petition of Rayersford and Spring City Trades Council 
Spring City, Pa., favoring withdrawal of the troops from l\fcxi: 
can uorder; to the Committee on Military Affairs . 

.Also, resolution of the Board of Trade of Chester, Pa., favor­
ing a 11ermanent tariff commission; to the Committee on Ways 
nrnl l\Ieans. 

By :.\Ir. DENVER: Sundry tele~rnms from W. E . Noftsin~er 
of Hil!Rhoro, Ohio, against any change in tariff on wool; fro~ 
J. IL Bickett, Xenia, Ohio, and J. M. l\fcKinney, against the 
reduction of the tnriff on wool; and telegram und letter from 
the Xenia Shoe ::.\fanufacturing Co., Xenia, Ohio, against the re­
ruornl of dutie::; on shoes; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Br .Mr. DR: PER: Resolution of the State senate at Albany, 
N. Y .. favoring the election of United Stntes Senators by the 
direct >ote of the 11eople; to the Committee on Imection of Presi­
dent, Vice PreFiillent, and Representatives in Congress. 

By Mr. ESCH: Petition of ·the National Association of Tan­
ners, protesting against placing leather on the free list· to the 
Committee on Wnys nnd Means. ' 

By l\fr. FITZGEHALD: Memorinl of the Legislature of New 
York, fa yoriug elections of United States Senators by direct yoto 

of the people; to the Committee on Election of President, Vice 
President, and Representatives in Congress. 

By 1\-fr. FULLER: Papers to accompany bills for relief of 
William W. Hudson, of Rockford, Ill., and Alonzo F. Stalker, 
of Winnebago County, Ill.; to the Committee on Invalid Pen­
sions. 

By Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts: Resolutions of the 
Essex County (Mass. ) Shoe & Leather Association, protest­
ing against any change in the existing tariff schedules on 
leather, boots, and shoes, and National Association of Tanners, 
against placing leather on the free list; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GRAHAM: Papers to accompany bill for the relief 
of John W. Cummings, of Litchfield, Ill.; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By l\fr. HAMMOND : Petition of assessors of Cottonwood 
County, Minn., against Canadian reciprocity; to tho Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Excelsior Chapter of American Woman's 
League, of Amboy, l\finn., fayoring parcels post; to the Com­
mittee on tho Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Ur. HEL~I : Papers to accompany H . R. 8436, for the re­
lief of the heirs or estates of William McClure and Margaret 
McClure, deceased, of Eubank, Pul:lski County, Ky.; to the 
Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. MATTHEWS: Papers in su11port of bill introduced 
in behalf of James Campbell Stevenson, county of Lawrence, 
State of Pennsylyania; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, ·papers in re bill for an appropriation of $100,000 for a 
site and a public building at Canonsburg, Pa.; to the Com­
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. RICHARDSON: Papers to accompany H. R. 7077, 
for the relief of the estate of L. C. Chisholm, of Tuscumbia, A.la. ; 
to the Committee on Wnr Claims. 

Ry l\Ir. SULZER: Petition of Sew::ird Commercial Club, Sew­
ard, Alaska, requesting that legislation be enacted to open tlle 
coal fields of Alaska ; to tlle Committee on the Public Lands. 

Also, resolutions of Bookkeepers, Stenographers, and Ac­
countants' Union, Local 12646, American Federation of Labor, 
of New York City, protesting against the kidnaping of John J. 
McNamara from the State of Indiana; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of New York, favoring elec­
tions of United States Senators by direct vote of the people; 
to the Committee on Election of Prpsidcnt, Vice President, and 
Representatives in Congress. 

Ry Mr. UTTER: Resolutions of the Second Conyention of the 
Churches of Rhode Island, representing all Protestant denomi­
nations, approving the Sunday closing of post offices, so far 
as _possible, and nclvocatin~ tbe estnblishment of n. varcels post ; 
to the Committee on the Post Ofiice ru1d Post Roncls. 

By l\Ir. WILJ;IS : Petition of F. D. Keller and 07 other citi­
zens of West Mansfiel<1, Ohio, asking for the pnsFage of bill 
granting an increase of pension to James A. Brake, and affi­
davits to accompany bill for the relief of James A.. Brake; to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

SENATE. 

THURSDAY, May 4, 1911. 

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Ulysses G. B . Pierce, D. D. 
The Journal of the proceedings of Monday last was read a.ncl 

approYed. 
PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 

The VICEl PRESIDENT presented a petition of the National 
Business League of America, praying for the ratification of the 
proposed reciprocal trade agreement between tile United St.ates 
and Canada, which was referred to the Committ<'e on Finance. · 

He also presented resolutions ado11tcd by the 1\Iotbers' Meet­
ing of tlle Mount Pleasant Woman's Christian Temperance 
Union of the District of Columbia, praying for tlle adoption of 
an amendment to the Constitution to prohibit polygamy, which 
were referred to the Committee on the Jncliciary. 

He also presented petitions of the congregations of the 
Churches of the Brethren, of Speermoore anrl \Vaynolm, Okla., 
and of the Presbyterian Ministerial Association, of Pittsbnrg, 
Kans., praying for tlic enactment of legislation for the sup­
pression of the opium evil, which were referred to the Com~ 
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. WARREN presented a memorial of Loe.al Union No. 4, 
International Brotherhood of Paper Mnkers, of \.~'atertown, 
N. Y.; and a memorial of the Hartje Paper ~fanufacturing Co., 
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